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Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri asked and 

as given permission to extend his re-
marks in the RECORD. · 

Mr. BULWINKLE (at the request of 
Mr. SPARKMAN) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in the RECORD and 
include an address by General Devers. 

Mr. SPARKMAN asked and was given 
·permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a statement before 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means by Mrs. Loula Dunn, president of 
the American Public Welfare Associa
tion. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
s.ence was granted, as follows: 

To Mr. LECOMPTE (at the request of 
Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa), for 1 week, on ac
count of death in the family. 

To Mr.. FERNANDEZ, for a period begin
ning May 20 and ending JJ.lne 5, on ac-
count of official business. . 

To Mr. CLASON <at the request of Mr. 
MARTIN of Massachusetts), for 1 week, on 
account of illness in his family. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

'The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 3 o'clock and 55 minutes p. m.), pur
suant to its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, May 20, 1946, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 

COM MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

The Special Subcommittee on Bank
rupt.cy and Reorganization of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary has scheduled a 
public hearing on the bill CH. R. 4307) to 
amend sections 81, 82, 8.3, and 84 of 
chapter IX of the act entitled "An act to 
establish a uniform system of bankruptcy 
throughout the United States," approved 
July 1, 1898, as amended. The hearing 
will be held in the Judiciary Committee 
room, 346 House Office Building, and will 
begin at 10 a.m. on Friday, May 24, 1946. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

The Committee on Patents will begin 
hearings Tuesday, June 4, 1946, at 10 

· a. m., in the Patents Committee room, 
416 House Office Building, on the follow
ing bills : 

H. R. 3694 CHartley): A bill to declare 
the national policy regarding the test for 
determining invention. 

H. R. 5842 CBoykin): A bill fixing the 
date of the termin<!tion of World War II, 
for special purposes. 

H. R. 5940 <Lanham) : A bill to make 
Government-owned patents freely avail
able for use by citizens of the United 
States, its Territories, and possessions. 

These hearings will be continued on 
sueceeding days until concluded or until 
th is notice is superseded. 

I 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. · 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1310. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a <iraft ot a propQsed bill to 

t 

amend the act providing for the appoint
ment of court reporters; to the Committee 
on the ·Judiciary. 

1311. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En
gineers, United States Army, dated April 8, 
1946, submitting a report, together with ac
companying papers and an lllustration, on a 
review of reports on the Mississippi River 
with a view to determining if additional im
provement, including a small-boat harbor, is 
advisable at Hastings, Minn., requested by a 

• res'olution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors of the House of Representatives, 
adopted on January 3, 1945 (H. Doc. No. 
599) ; to the Committee on Rivers and Har
bors and ordered to be printed, with one 
illustration. 

1312. -A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to 
amend . the act to provide for the issuance 
of devices in recognition of the services of 
merchant sailors; to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

1313. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting an esti
mate of appropriation for the fiscal year 1946 
in the amount of $92,500,000, for . the War 
Department, for cemeterial expenses (H. Doc. 
No. 597); to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 

1314. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple.:. 
mental estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $45,400 
and a proposed provision pertaining to an 
existing appropriation for the Treasury De
partment (H. Doc. No. 598); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

. Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BOYKIN: Committee on Accounts. 
House Resolution 624. Resolution providing 
additional funds for the Committee on Un
American Activit ies; without amendment 
(Rept. ·No. 2073). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN: Committee on Agricul
ture. H. R. 6459. A bill to ext end the pe
riod within which the Secretary of Agri
culture may carry out the purposes of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act by making p ayments to agricultural pro
ducers; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2074 ) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FLANNAGAN: 
H. R. 6477. A bill t o amend section 32 of the 

Emergency Farm Mortgage Act of 1933, as 
amended, and section 3 of the Federal Farm 
Mortgage Corporat ion Act, as amended, and 
for ot her purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
H. R . 6478. A bill to protect the people from 

interference with the movement of the mails 
and interstate commerce; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CANNON of Florida; 
H. R. 6479. A bill to incorporate the Mili

tary Pilots Association; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

U~der clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

, By Mr. BALDWIN of New York: 
H. R. 6480. A bill for the relief of Nicholas 

Malit9h; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

H. R. 6481. A bill for the relief of Markoto 
Iwamatsu; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. DWORSHAK: 
H. R. 6482. A bill for the relief of Ralph A. 

Parker and Mrs. Hilda J . Parker; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

~y Mr. McDONOUGH: 
H. R. 6483. A bill for the relief of Bernice 

Green; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. TALBOT: 

· H. R. 6484. A bill for the relief of Helen M. 
Crowley; to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIONS,' ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

1892. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Peti
tion of C. W. Brown, manager, Ennis Motor 
Co., Ennis, Tex., opposing exemption of co
ops from taxation; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1893. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Peti
tion of members of the Winnebago Associa
tion of Congregational Ch~ches, which met 
at Clintonville, Wis., on April 30, 1946, re
garding their position on the present food 
situation and wide starvation existing in Eu
rope and Asia; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

1894. Also, petition of members of · the 
Winnebago Association of Congregational 
Churches, which met at Clintonville, Wis., 
on April 30, 1946, regarding their position 
on release of men and women with 18 months 
or more of service in the armed services; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1895. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Pontiac City Commission, petitioning con.: 
sideration of their resolution with reference 
to endorsement of Senate bill 1592; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

1896. Also, petition of various Townsend 
Clubs in Ohio, petitioning consideration of 
their resolution with reference to endorsing 
House bills 2229 and 2230; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
;t\fONDAY, MAY 20, 1946 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March 5, 
. 1946) 

The Senate met at !2 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev .. Norman L. Trott, minister, First 
Methodist Church, Brunswick, Md., 
offered the following prayer: 

Our Father who art in Heaven, we, 
Thy children of the earth, bow before 
Thee this morning. 

As we bow our heads, may our hearts 
be bowed in gratitude for all Thy gifts 
and our wills be bent in submission to· the 
wisdom of Thy way. 
. Be with our Nation, 0 God, in these 

days of t~ting. _ 

Help us to know Thy will and to do it, 
that we may share in Thy plan for the 
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world's redemption in this day of its 
great need. Give us a sense cf our mis
sion to share in the wor~d's hunger fol;' 
bread and make us mindful of the 
hidden hungers of the heart, for "man 
shall not live by bread alone." 

Grant unto management and labor 
alike the desire to· act in justice-and to 
live by the Golden Rule; and guide us in 
our world relationships to walk the way 
of the Prince of Peace. 

To this end, be with those in posi
tions of authority, and we pray that they 
may, in turn, be responsive to Thy will. 
Especially do we pray this for these Thy 
servants, to whom in large measure has 
been committed the destiny of this Na
tion. Uphold them by faith and spirit 
and direct them in all their ways. 
Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen .. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal
endar day Friday, May 18, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Semite by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on May 18, 1946, the President had 
approved and signed the act <S. 19.55) to 
authorize the Commissioners of the Dis
trict of Columbia to provide necessary 
utilities for veterans' housing furnished 
and erected by the National Housing 
Administrator. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bill and 
joint resolution, in which it requested 
th'e concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 64-29. An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
endiag June 30, -1947, and for other purposes; 
and 

H. J. Res. 353. Joint resolution extending 
the time for t1le release of powers of appoint
ment for the purposes of certain provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
bill (S. 1415) to increase the rates of 
compensation of officers and employees 
of the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes, and it was signed by 
the Acting President pro tempore. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be absent from 
the Senate for the remainder of the 
week because of illness in the family. 

I might say in this connection that 
I voted to bring the pending legislation. 
before the Senate; I would vote for it if I 
were here, and I trust that the able 

. secretary to the majority will be able 
to get ~ pair for me in favor of the 
pending bill. 

Th~ ACTING PRESIDEN'r pro tem
pore <Mr. GEORGE) . Without objection, 
leave is granted .the Senator from South 
Carolina. " 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hatch 
Andrews Hawkes 
A us tin Hayden 
Ball Hickenlooper 
Bankhead Hill 
B:ukley Hoey 
Briggs Huffman 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. 
Buck Johnston, S. C. 
Bushfield Kilgore 
Byrd Knowland 
Capehart La Follette 
Capper Langer 
Connally Lucas 
Cordon McCarran 
Donnell McClellan 
Downey McFarland 
Eastland McMahon 
Ellender Magnuson 
Ferguson Maybank 
Fulbright Millikin 
George Moore 
Gerry Murdock 
Green Murray 
Gurney Myers 
Hart O'Mahoney -

Overton 
Pepper 
Radclif!e 
Reed 
Reverc0#1b 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Stanfill 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
'rhomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Wilson 
Young 

Mr. ffiLL. I announce that the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
GLAss] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
BILBO], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
CARVILLE], and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. GossETT] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RUSSELL] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
MEAD] is absent because of a death in 
his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
C:HAVEZ], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GuFFEY], the Senator from Wash-· 
ington [Mr. MITCHELL], and the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. O'DANIEL] are detained 
on public business. 

Mr. ·WHERRY. The Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. BuTLER] and the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. SmPSTEAD] are 
absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY] is absent on official busi
ness. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW
STER}, the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MoRSE], and the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. WILLIS] are necessarily 
absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Seventy-seven Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is 
present. 
REPORT OF GOVERNOR OF THE PANAMA 

CANAL/ 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the follow
ing message from the President of the 
:United States,-which was ·read. and, with 

the accompanying report, referred to the 
Committee on Interoceanic Canals: 

<For President's message, see today's. 
proceedings of the House of Representa
tives on p. 5282.) 
RELIEF _FOR WORLD . WAR II FILIPINO 

. VETERANS AND THEIR DEPENDENTS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the following 
communication from the President of the 
United States, which was read, and, with 
the accompanying papers, referred to 
the Committee On Finance: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, May 18,. 1946. 

The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE PRO TEM
PORE. 

SIR: I am transmitting, with request 
for its early introduction and considera
tion, a bill to provide for the Philipplne 
veterans: 
· First. Hospitalization, including med
ical care, for service-connected disability; 

Second. Pensions for service-Qonnect
ed disability and death, on a peso-for
dollar basis; and 

Third. Appropriate burial and funeral 
allowance. 

The bill also contains general admin
istrative and penal provisions, as well as 
a provision authorizing hospital care 
and medical treatment in the Philippine 
Islands for American veterans residing 
there. 

Under the legislation proposed, the 
Philippine veteran would have restored 
to him some of the veterans' b3nefits 
which were taken from him by the First 
Supplemental Surplus Appropriation Re
scission Act, 1946, due, doubtless, in ·part 
at least, to the impracticability from an 
administrative viewpoint of applying to 
Philippine veterans the Servicemen's Re
adjustment Act and the need for adapt
ing to Philippine conditions the benefits 
provided by that act. 

The standing Philippine Army was 
made a part of the armed forces of the 
United States by the President's order 
Of July 26, 1941. Certain guerrillas, who 
so courageously carried on the war 
against the enemy after the fall of the 
Philippines, were recognized as members 
of the Philippine Army, hence a part of · 
the Army of the United States. 

The record of the Philippine soldiers 
for bravery and loyalty is second to none. 
Their assignment was as bloody and diffi
cult as any in ' which our American sol
diers engaged. Under desperate circum
stances they acquitted themselves nobly. 

There can be no question but that the 
Philippine veteran is entitled to benefits 
bearing a reasonable relation to those 
received by the American veteran; with 
whom he fought side by side.. From a 
practical point of view, however, it must 
be acknowledged that certain benefits 
granted by the GI bill of rights cannot 
be applied jn the case of the Philippine 
veteran. The .agencies which prepared 
the proposed bill have recognized this 
fact and have dealt with the legislation 
on a practical basis, including only that 
which is susceptible of proper adminis
tration. · While. its enactment will not 
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cure in toto the present discrimination 
against the Philippine veteran, the pro·
posed legislation constitutes all that _is 
practicable at the present time, and it 

. will clearly indicate to the Filipinos that 

.it is the purpose of the United States 
Government to do justice to their vetero~ 
an·s: More important, it will provide the 

·help so direly needeii by many Filipinos 
.who served our cause ·with unwavering 
devotion in the face of bitter hardship 
and wanton cruelty. 

I am directing the Veterans' Adminis
tration, the War Department. and the 
High Commissioner to the Philippines 
to give consideration to a practicable 
method of providing some educational 
opportunity for the Philippine veteran 
and of assuring, so far as possible, em
ployment for him. If these additional 
benefits can be put into effect, it is my 
view, as well as the view of those inter
ested, that substantial justice will have 
been done the Philipp,ine veteran and the 
existing discrimination against him re
moved. 

The proposed legislation has ·the full 
endorsement of the Veterans' Admin
istration, the War Department, and the 
High Commissioner to the Philippines. 
I urge upon you its early enactment. 

I am also writing to the Speaker of 
the House, forwarding another copy of 
the proposed bill. 

Very sincerely yours, 
HARRY S. TRUMAN. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNid'ATIONS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRE3IDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the follow
ing letters, which \were referred as in
dicated: 
FEBRUARY 1946 REPORT ' OF RECONSTRUCTION 

FINANCE CORPORATION 

A letter from the Chairman of the Recon
struction Finance Corporation, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report of the activities 
and expenditures of the Corporation for the 
month of February 1946 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

SMALL BUSINESS ACTIVITIEs-REPORT OF RE

CONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION AND 
SMALLER WAR PLANTS CORPORATIO~ 

A letter from the Chairman of the Recon
struction F'inance Corporation, transmitting, 
pursuant to Executive Order 9665, dated De
cember 27, 1945, and to section 5 of Public 
Law 603, Seventy-seventh Congress, the first 
bimonthly report of the Reconstruction Fi
nance Corporation small business activities 
during the period ,February 1 to March 31, 
1946, including report of certain ·lending 
functions exercised until January 28, 1946, 
by the Smaller 1War Plants Corporation, and 
covering small business activities of the two 
corporations for the interim period January 
28 to January 31, 1946, inclusive (with ac
companying papers); to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

LAWS PASSED BY THE LEGISLATIVE AsSEMBLY OF 
THE VmGIN ISLANDS 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of tlie 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of legislation passed by the Legisla
tive Assembly of the · Virgin Islands (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Affairs. 

XCII--331 

PETITIONS AND M~MORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
. Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: · 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem• 
pore: 

A resolution adopted by the board of di
rectors of the National Reclamation Asso
ciation, in meeting at Salt Lake City, Utah, 
protesting against appropriating $23,323,01l0 
for the Department of the Interior for 'the 
purpose of continuing the Southwestern 
Power Administration; to the Committee on 
App:r:opriations. 

Petitions of sundry citizens of Davenport 
.and Betterdorf, Iowa, and Cranford, N. J., 
praying for the continuation of the Offi~e of 
Price Administration; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

A petition signed by sundry mem~ers of 
the Long Island Chapter, Union for Demo
cratic Action, New York, praying for the con
tinuation of the Office of Price Administra
tion without crippling amendmen:ts; : to the 
Committee on B~nking and Curre'.llCy. 

A letter in the nature of a pe.tition from 
the Moorish Science Temple, Brooklyn, N.Y., 
signed by Richard Scott-Bey, D. M. an(i Rep., 
relating to the renationalization of the people 
of African descent; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the American 
Academy of Arts and Sciences, Boston, Mass., 
favoring an increase in the amount of wheat, 
milk, and fats for shipment to the starving 
people· in Europe and Asia; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the general assem
bly of the Universalist Church of America 
held in Akron, Ohio, relating to the atomic 
bomb; to the Special Committee on Atomic 
Energy. · 

A resolution adopted by the American 
Whig-Cliosophic Society, Princeton Univer
sity, New Jersey, expressing appreciation to 
the Senate for the passage of· the joint reso
lution (S. J. Res. 148) to authorize suitable 
participation by the United States in the 
observance of the two hundredth anniver
sary of the founding of Princeton University; 
ordered to li'e on the tabl(!. 

The memorial from Mrs. Lester Denton, of 
Pueblo, Colo., remonstrating against the en
actment of legislation to continue the draft; 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Petitions of 'several citizens of New York, 
N.Y., praying for the prompt enactment of 
legislation to provide settlement of· labor 
disputes; ordered to lie on the table. 

A telegram in the . nature of a petition 
from the New York State Waterways Asso
ciation, Inc., signed by J. Frank ·Belford, 
president, New York, N. Y., . praying for the 
enactment of legislation to curb strikes; 
ordered to lie on the table. 

By Mr. McCLELLAN: 
A petition signed by L. M. Keeling, pastor, 

and sundry members of the First Baptist 
Church, of Judsonia, Ark., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to guarantee reli
gious liberty on the radio; to the Committee 
on Interstate Qommerce. 

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION-
·- PETITION . AND MEMORIAL 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, ·a dele .. 
gation of citizens of Springfield, Mass., 
headed by Prof. Dallas Lore Sharp, Jr., 
and including Michael Fiorento, John 
Jekot, Joseph Spellman, and Edwin 
Moffat, presented to me a petition con .. 
taining approximately 25,000 names 
praying for the continuation of the OPA 
without crippling amendments and a · 
:memorial with 35 names in opposition 
to the continuation of the OPA. This 

delegation informed me ·that for 3 days 
in the heart of the city of Springfield 
a booth was set up inviting people to 

· cxp~;ess themselves, and petitions of pro 
and con were available for signatures . 

·The- committee who arranged for ob
-taining these signatures was compJsed of 
representatives of civic, labor, fraternal, 
religious, and veterans' organizations
in fact, it was a cross-current of the pop
ulation of the city of Springfield. 

I ask unanimous consent to present 
the petition and memorial and that they 
be referred to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the petition 
and memorial will be received and re
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, as requested by the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

AND LABOR 

Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Education and Labor, to which was re
ferred the bill <H. R. 5796) to amend 
title II of the act entitled "An act to 
expedite the provision of housingJn con
nection with national defense, and for 
other purposes," approved October 14, 
1940, as amended, to permit the making 
of contributions, . during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, for the mainte
nance and operation of certain school 
facilities, and for other purposes, re
ported it without amendment, and sub
mitted a report <No. 1364) thereon. 
NA;I'!ONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RE-

SEARCH-REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND LABOR 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Education and Labor, 
I have the honor to asl{ unanimous con
sent to report favorably, with an amend
ment, Senate bill 190: to provide for, 
foster, . and aid in coordinating research 
relating to dental diseases and condi
tions, to establish the National Institute 
on Dental Research; and for other pur
poses, and I submit a report <No. 1363) 
thereon. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern .. 
pore. Without objection, the report will 
be received, and the bill ,will be placed 
on the .calendar. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I read 
from the report: 

Hearings were held on the bill on June 26, 
27, and 28. All individuals and organiza
tions who wished to be heard on the proposal 
were given an opportunity to testify. The 
subcommittee heard testimony by the Sur
geon General of the United States Public . 
Health Service, officers of the American 
Dental Association, many outstanding au
thorities in the dental-h0&1th field, the Na
tional Congress of Parents and Teachers and 
representatives of many consumer and labor 
organizations. Moreover, statements were 
solicited and received from a large number 
of individuals and groups with special knowl
edge or interest in the subject. Sentiment 
was virtually u~animous in favor of the bill. 

There is no reliable estimate of the amount 
of funds devoted to dental research; but in 
comparison to the magnitude of the problem 
the amounts spent a.re negligible. The larg
est expenditure for this purppse is m ade by 
the National Institute of Health of the 
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United States Public -Health Service, and this 
is only. about $50,000 a year. 

Outstanding dental scientists testified at 
the hearings that dental research, if ade·
quately financed, might reasonably be ex
pected to find means of combating dental. 
decay, and thus reducing substantially the 
ravages of this almost universal disease. In·
deed, the only hope of successful attaclt 
upon the problem, given the present lack of 
dental personnel, lies in finding the cause of 
dental caries. Once the cause is found, 
means of preventing the . dise·ase can be 
devised. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, re&d the first 
time, and, _ by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HOEY: 
S. 2218. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Alley Dwelling Act, approved June 
12, 1934, as amended; and · . 

S. 2219. A bill to extend for the period of 
1 year the provisions of the District of Co
lumbia Emergency Rent Act, approved De
cembe,r 2, 1941, as amended; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

ORJA L. SUTLIFF 

Mr. ANDREWS submitted the follow
ing resolution <S. Res. 270), which, with 
the accompanying papers, was referred 
to the Committee To Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Secret_!try of the Senate 
hereby is authorized and directed to pay 
from the contingent fund of the Senate to 
Orja L. Sutliff for services rendered in the 
office of Senator CHARLES 0. ANDREWS While 
on teqninal military leave from September 
10 to October 31, 1945, in accordance with 
the provisions of Public Law No. 226, Sev
enty-ninth Congress, approved November 21, 
1945, $840.34. . 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED . 

The following bills. and joint resolution 
were severally re~d twice by their titles 
and referred as indicated: 

H. R. 5560. An act to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads. 

H. R. 6429. An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year. 
ending June 30, 1947, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

H. J . Res. 353. Joint resolution extending 
the time for the release of powers of appoint
ment for the purposes of certain provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

CRISIS IN BEEF-EDITORIAL FROM THF; 
NEW YORK TIMES 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, this morning there appeared in 
the New York Times a very interesting 
editorial clearly recognizing the fact that 
about 75 Percent of the Nation's beef at · 
retail levels has now gone into the black 
market and is contracted through the 
black market. I ask unanimous consent 
that this editorial be printed at this 
point as a part of my remarks. Other
wise, I shall be glad to read it to the 
Senate. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was or dered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CRISIS IN BEEF 
With about 75 percent of the Nation's beef 

at retail levels having passed to the control! 
of black marketers, the time is at hand when 
definite steps should be taken to restore that 

essential product to legitimate channels of 
trade if one of the world's finest food dis
tributing systems is not to be damaged 
irreparably. To supply the country with 
adequate supplies of fresh beef a vast and 
complicated system has evolved. It includes 
the range where the cattle are bred, the feed
lot operator who produces about two-thirds 
of the meat sold by the retail butcher, and 
the packer with his fleet of refrigerator cars 
and numerous branches th-rough which the 
beef is distributed to retail outlets. 

Now under the impact of rulings by the 
Office of Price Administration this system 
is being shat.tered. The range still is oper
ating at capacity. But the feed-lot operator 
cannot operate profitably at the ceiling price. 
He is either out of business or selling the 
cattle he feeds above the ceiling in the black 
market. The old-line packer is able to buy 
only a fraction of the cattle needed at the 
ceiling and is processing only about 25 per
cent of the former quantity of beef. This 
25 percent is the only beef over which OPA 
now has any control. 

When controls were first being considered, 
the meat industry was fearful of just such 
developments. There was no shortage at 
that time. In fact, an artificial shortage 
through legitimate channels was created by 
the initial restrictive measures that OPA put 
into effect. Moreover, immediately OPA as
sumed control over meat, the black market 
started to function. Since then it has ex
panded ste~dily. ·Today OPA has control of 
no more than 25 percent of the beef reach
ing retail outlets. 

It is improbable that OPA ever will be able 
to recover the control it has already lost. 
From past experience with prohibition, it is 
doubtful if control could be recovered even 
with the establishment of a huge policing 
force costing millions of dollars. It is prob
lematical', in fact, with black marketers now. 
so well entrenched, whether OPA will be able 
to retain even the slight hold it now has. 
Meanwhile the Nation's health io being im
periled by the increasing quantities of in
sanitary beef from black markets. 

This is why many of those who have 
studied the meat problem now believe that 
the only solution lies in eiiminating meat 
controls so that free competitive forces can 
again assert themselves. In that way, they . 
argue, the makeshift operators sopn would. 
be eliminated and meat returned to normal 
distributing channels. Since operations 
through legitimate channels would be more 
efficient, they believe that prices would ad
just themselves at lower levels than those 
now being paid for the greater part of the 
meat that is available. 

POSTHUMOUS AWARD TO . THE LATE 
PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT FOR CONTRI· 
BUTION TO AMERICAN -SOVIET FRIEND
SHIP-ADDRESS BY SENATOR PEPPER 

· [Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address de
livered by him at a c;linner of the 4merican
Russian Institute at which was bestowed an 
award posthumously upon t:t?-e late Presi
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt for his co~tribu
t!on to Amer~can-Soviet friendship, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

THE WASHINGTON SCENE, 1946-ADDRESS 
BY SENATOR WILEY 

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address deliv
ered by him on the subject The Washington 
Scene, 1946, on May 19, 1946, before the Wis
consin Bakers' Association, Inc., at the Mil
waukee Auditorium, Milwaukee, Wis., which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

WORLD FOOD ORGANIZATION-ADDRESS 
· BY HERBERT HOOVER 

[Mr. CAPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the REcoRD an address on 
the subject of a new: ~orld food organization 

needed, delivered by Hon. Herbert Hoover, 
before the Food and Agricultural Organiza
tion of the United N.ations, May 20, 1946, 
which appears in tje Appe:i.ldix.) 

ADDRESS TO ILLINOIS AMVET CONVEN
TION BY NATIONAL COMMANDER JACK 
W. HARDY 

[Mr. KNOWLAND . asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the RECORD an ad
dress delivered by Jack W. Hardy, of Los An
geles, national commander of Amvets, of the 
American Veterans of World War II, at the 
second annual State convention of the Illi
nois State department, in Chicago, Ill., May 
4, 1946, which 2ppears in the Appendix.] 

THE COAL STRIKE-EDITORIAL COMMENT 

[Mr. BYRD asked and oiJtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD three editorials 
relating to the coal strike, one from the 
News-Leader of Richmond, Va., of May 15, 
1946; one from the News of Lynchburg, Va., 
of May 15, 1946; and one from the News of 
Washington, D. C., of May 16, 1946, which 
appear in the Appendix.) 

SAFE WORKING CONDITIONS IN 
INDUSTRY 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask the support of the 
Senate for the .industrial safety bill, 
sponsored by the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. BALL] and myself, which is 
Senate bill 1271, to provide for coopera
tion with State agencies administering 
labor laws in establishing and maintain'7 
ing safe and proper working conditions 
in industry. There is greater need for 
this measure today than when first we 
introduced it. 

This Nation did not !.)roduce the 
mightiest flood of guns and tanks and 
ships tQ.e world has ever seen without , 
cost. The price in blood and lives and 
suffering was in excess of 8,000,000 job 
casualties, each bf which kept the in
jured worker off the job for longer than 
the day or shift when the injury oc
curred. Sixty-three thousand workers 
died and more than 360:ooo were perma
nently disabled on the · production front. 
That is a staggering toll, and the tragedy 
is that nearly every one of those acci
dents could have been prevented. We 
know how to prevent job accidents, Mr. 
President, and it is time for us to use that 
knowledge to put a stop to the prodigal 
waste which they cause in that most 
precious gift of all, our labor resources. 

The waste has not ceased with the war. 
Only the battle casualties have ceased. 
Job casualties continue to increase. The 
Bureau of Labor Statistics finds that for 
t)le last 3_ months, 1945-after VJ-day
tpere was a 6-percent increase compared 
to the same period in 1944. · 

The National Safety Council, operat
ing in connection with 6,000 of the larg
est and most safety-conscious firms in 
the country, reported that they had 11 , 
percent more accidents in 1945 .than in 
1944. If that be true of the most-safely . 

. operated plants in the country, what can 
we expeat from the 170,000 other plants 
who employ far fewer workers, and 
whose managers, harassed with produc
tion problems, are lacking in training 
and financial resources for sound safety 
work? . 

Word of what is happening in these 
smaller plants comes from the industrial 
States. Dlinois had in excess of 5,900 
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job accidents in January of this year
more than in any month since it started 
to keep record$, save one. The Wiscon
sin Industrial Commission reports an 
average of 117 job injuries a ciay for 1945, 
but for the first 3 months of 1946, such 
injuries have average more than 125 a 
day. · 

The safety experts predicted this and 
it is happening. The job accident rate 
is rising. Why? Because with the end 
of the war and the shutting off of war 
production the strong incentive to con
serve manpower is gone. While war pro
duction was at its height the War and 
Navy Departments, the Maritime Com
mission, the War Production Board, and 
the Office of Civilian Defense had safety 
organizations concerned with working 
conditions in war industry. We had 
Nation-wide safety programs, supported 
by congressional appropriations and di
rected by the Department of Labor, with 
hundreds of volunteer safety engineers, 
loaned by industry, to inspect war plants 
and help management cut down the acci- · 
dent rate. 

The Labor Department and the Office 
of Education had safety-training pro
grams in engineering colleges, to teach 
safety to foremen and supervisors, and 
programs for training workers right on 
the job. But all these emergency safety 
programs have r..ow been liquidated. So 
the major burden of the job now rests 
on the State labor departments, and they 
are inadequately staffed to do the job. 

1 cannot believe that Senators want 
the Government of the United States, 
which boasts to all the world of its pro
ductive genius and efficiency and the 
value it sets on individual lives, to close 
its eyes to this needless waste. For what 

· do these rising accident tolls mean? 
They mean that veterans spared from 
the jaws of death on the battle fronts 
come home to face death and mutilation 
on the production lines of peace. 

Industry today is more hazardous than 
war. , This condition. is intolerable be
cause it can be prevented. 

The industrial safety bill which is be
fore the Senate offers a modest recogni
tion of the Government's responsibility 
to assist State labor departments in com
bating these rising injury tolls, in· safe
guarding the lives and health and happi
ness of workers and their families, and 
in saving industry and the Nation the 
costs and social waste which come from 
allowing industrial hazards to continue. 

The bill provides $5,000,000 a year to 
supplement the funds, of those States 
which ask assistance, to be expended by 
them to enforce their State safety laws 
and 'regulations, to eliminate dangerous, 
unhealthful working conditions and to 
promote observance of safety precautions 
by employers and employees in industry. 
It provides this money on the basis of a 
formula specified in the bill .. based on 
the number of workers in each State and 
the per capita income of the State. 
Funds will be made available to the 
States through the Secretary of Labor. 

The bill comes before the Senate with 
bipartisan support. It represents the 
considered judgment of tbe Committee 
on Education and Labor after public 
hearings and prolonged deliberation. It 

does not set up a new Federal agency or 
create a bureau. It operates through the 
experienced channels of State labor 
d~partments charged by the laws of 
their States with the protection of life 
and limb in places where work is per
formed. 

In order to pool the best experience of 
all safety agencies, the bill provides for 
cooperation with nongovernmental or
ganizations in this field. It provides for 
education in the _maintenance of safe 
conditions and practices-something that 
all modern experience in safety shows to 
be necessary, and something that limited 
budgets in the States have virtually pre
vented them from undertaking. 

The bill has the support of the various 
Federal agencies concerned, of the 
American Federation of Labor and the . 
Congress of Industrial Organizations and 
of the majority of State labor depart
ments. Most of the State labor commis
sioners want this help. The labor com-

. missioner of my State is begging me all 
the time to help provide for him the as
sistance he would receive under this bill 
so he can go to work to prevent these 
needless accidents. 

Speaking personally of my own section 
of the country, I know we need this help. 
Many new industries started to oper
ate there during the war. We need in
spectors, we need training, we need the 
technical ~nowledge necessary to detect 
and control plant and machine hazards, 
and the hazards from dusts, gasses, and 
fumes. We need experienced people to 
help management and labor train work
ers in safe work practices. 

We are doing all we can to bring about 
an increase in our own State appropria
tions for this work. But we maintain 
that the Federal Government has just as 
much stake in safeguard~ng manpower 
as the States have. It is up to the Con
gress of the United States to see to it 
that the Federal Governm€nt does its 
share. It does not make sense for us to 
regard the lives and the health of work
ing people as less precious in peacetime 
than they are in war. 

We are not worried about the Federal 
Government giving us this money. We 
do not think that Federal aid violates 
States' rights. We are used to getting 
money from the Federal Government to 
help us do all kinds of jobs that we and 
the Federal Government both have an in
terest in getting done. We have Federal 
money for help to crippled children, for 
vocational rehabilitation to the physi
cally ·disabled, for maternal and infant 
care, for road building, for education in 
agriculture and home economics, for 
public health. 

This bill will help us to do another job 
of the same kind, and we think we can 
do a good one if we get this little extra 
help from Washington. So can the other 
States. Many State labor commission
ers will make the same statement. 

The State labor commissioners do not 
see why the Federal Government should 
be interested in safeguarding practically 
every other national resource except in
dustrial manpower. It . spends millions 
every year to protect the Nation's crops 
against Mexican :rruitflies, gypsy moths, 

boll weevils, and all the other crop haz
ards. It spends a million dollars a year 
for the restoration of wildlife. It spends 
other millions for vocational education, 
public health, and social security. 

It has recognized its responsibility for 
the rehabilitation of the physically 
handicapped, including victims of indus-

-trial injury. It is spending more than 
$8,000,000 this year for that purpose. 
Would it not be better business if, in
stead of only trying to repair the dam
age after the injury has nappened, we 
also invested some money in a program 
of preventing the injury? 

That is what this bill would ·do. It 
would belatedly recognize the Federal 
Government's responsibility to help the 
States prevent job injuries. It would 
help management and labor reduce the 
tremendous direct and indirect cost of 
job accidents, which now amounts to 
$2,000,000,000 a year. It would put to 
use all the knowledge and technical skilJ 
in safety devices and practices that wf: 
had to acquire when there was a pre
mium on conservation of manpower for 
war production and that really did re
duce accidents during the last 2 years of 
war. It would save us the awful indict
ment of bringing our boys safely back 
from the war only to kill and injm·e 
them needlessly on their jobs at home. 
It would save lives and health. It would 
keep family breadwinners at work, pro
ducing for the Nation and bringing up 
their families in comfort and in health. 
It would help these men and their chil
dren, our labor force of tomorrow, to 
build the better land of peace and pros
perity and happiness for which we 
fought and sacrificed during 4 long years 
of war. 

Although the bill would appropriate 
only $5,000,000, it is estimated that it 
would save hundreds of millions of dol
lars annually. 

I now ask permission, Mr. President, 
that the conclusion of the committee re
port and the administrative table show
ing the approximate distribution of this 
$4,750,000 appropriation among the vari
ous States be printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the matters 
referred to were. ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

V. CONCLUSION 

Evidence before the committee testifies to 
the wide support which S. 1271 commands. 
'l;'he Secretary of Labor and the Federal Se
curity Administrator favor the bill. . The 
Bureau of the Budget has testified to its 
administrative soundness. T:wenty-six la
bor commissioners representing the follow
ing jurisdictions strongly urge its enact
ment: Arkansas, Connecticut, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, 
New Hampshire, New Mexico, New York, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Okla
homa, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Caro
lina, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Washing
ton, WeE.t Virginia, Wyoming, DiStrict of Co-: 
lumbia, Puerto Rico. 

The bill has the vigorous support of the 
American Federation of Labor and the Con
gres3 Q! Industrial Organizations, as well as 
of John Roach repreSenting the executive 
secretary of the National Safety Council, of 
Philip Drinker, professor of industrial hy
giene, Harvard School of Public He,alth, and 
an industry consultant , on industrial 
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hygiene, and of the American Standards 
Assoc...i.a ti on. 

S. 1271 will not eliminate all industrial 
hazards. The committee, · however, believes 
it recognizes the responsibility of the Fed
eral Government to safeguard the working 
conditions of its industrial population. It 
will materially augment present State ef
forts to reduce the social and economic 
waste of preventable occupational injuries. -
It will permit the wider application of a gen
eration of safety experience by industry and 
State governments. It will tend to implant 
permanently prevention techniques devel
oped by Federal agencies under stress of 
wartime productive needs. It will take 
modest steps toward conserving for future 
peacetime production that preci0us national 
resource, the labor force. It will ease to a 
considerable degree the social and economic· 
burden imposed upon American wage earn
ers by the heavy toll of industrial accidents 
and diseases. 

Administrative table showing approximate 
distribution of $4,750,000 appropriation 
among various States as determined by 
sec. 4 (a) of S. 1271 

Non- Civil- Un- State allotment' 
agri- ian ad- _____ _ 
cul- per just-

State tural capita ed 
em- in- ~is- Unad- Adjus.t-
~~:t .;~~; t~~~- justed ed 
ratio 1 (1944)~ ratio 

Alabama _______ 0. 0141 1. 8182 0. 026 U23, 500 "$120, 000 
Arkansas _______ .0069 2. 0408 .014 66,500 64,000 
Arizona ________ • C029 1. 3158 .004 19, GOO 18,000 
California ______ • coso • 7246 . 047 ~23. 250 21f\ 000 
Colorado _______ .0078 1.1494 .009 42,750 41,000 
Connecticut_ ___ . 0180 • 7~99 . 013 61, 750 60,000 
Delaware. _____ . C025 . 7813 .002 15,000 15, 000 
District or Co-lumbia _______ . 0133 . E6!l6 • 012 u7, ooo 55,000 Florida ________ . 0136 1. :H95 • 017 80,750 78,000 Georgia ________ . 0177 1. e667 .030 142,500 138,000 Idaho __________ .0029 1.1494 .003 15,000 15,000 Illinois _________ ."0749 . 8475 .064 304,000 294, coo Indiana ________ . 0262 . 9804 .026 123,500 120,000 Iowa ___________ . 0128 1.1364 . 015 71,250 . 69,000 
E:ansas _________ • 0098 1. 0526 .010 47,500 46, 000 
K~ntucky ------ .0124 1. 6949 .021 99,750 97,000 
Louisiana ______ . 0134 1. 5152 .020 95,000 92,000 
Maine _________ . C067 1. 0527 .007 33,250 32,000 
Maryland ______ • 0174 . 8929 .016 76;000 74,000 
Massachusetts ~ . C443 .8621 ·.o3s . 180,500 175,000 
Michigan ______ • 0407 . 8475 .034 161, 500 156,000 
Minnesota. ____ • 0184 1.1905 .022 104,500 101,000 
Mississippi__ ___ • C069 2. 3809 • 016 76,000 74,000 
Missouri__ _____ .0257 1.1364 .029 137,750 133,000 
Montana _______ . 0033 1.0204 .003 15,000 15,000 
Nebraska ______ . 0072 1.1236 .cos 38, coo 37. 000 
New Hamp-shire _________ .0040 1. 298'7 .005 23,750 23,000 
New Jersey ___ _ .D385 . 7937 • 031 147,250 143,000 
New Mexico .•. .0025 1. 6129 . • 004 19,000 18,000 
Nevada ________ .0012 .8333 . 001 15,000 15,000 
New York _____ .1269 . 7299 .093 441,750 427,000 
North Carolina . . 0205 1. 6949 • 035 166,250 161,000 
North Dakota __ . 0023 1.1765 • 003 15,000 15,000 Ohio ___________ .0625 .8621 .054 256,500 248,000 
Oklahoma _____ .0100 1. 3699 .014 66,500 64,000 
Oregon ___ _. ___ .0086 .8547 .007 33,250 32,000 
Pennsylvania .. .0882 . 9615 .085 403,750 391,000 
Rhode Island .• .0073 .8621 .006 28,500 28,000 
South Carolina . . 0108 1. 9231 • 021 99,750 97,000 
South Dakota __ .0024 1. 3158 • 003 15,000 15,000 
Tennessee ______ • 0151 1. 5385 .023 109,250 106,000 
Texas __________ .0395 1. 2821 • 051 242,250 234,000 
Utah ___ ~ ------- .0040 1.1364 .005 23,750 23,000 
Vermont ___ ; ___ . 0025 1.1494 .003 15,000 15,000 
Virginia ________ .0186 1. 2981 . 024 114,000 110,000 
Washington ____ . 0154 • 7299 . 011 52,250 51,000 
West Virginia __ . 0119 1. 4706 .018 85,500 83,000 
Wisconsin ___ ___ . 0219 1.0204 .022 104,500 101,000 Wyoming ______ . 0021 1. 0989 .002 15,000 15,000 

------------TotaL ___ ------ ------- ------ 4, 903,250 4, 750,000 

1 Nonagricultural employment ratio=ratio of the 
number of nonagriculturel employees in each State to 
the number in the United States, December 1945. 

2 Civilian per capita income ratio=ratio of civilian per 
capita income in the United States to civilian per capita 
income in each State (based on Bureau of Foreign :.nd 
Domestic Commerce figures, 1944). 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, Apr. 12, 1946. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
This table clearly shows approximately 
what each State will receive. 

For the further information of the 
Senate, I may state that the bill was re
ported unanimously by a subcommittee 
of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, and was later unanimously re
ported to the Senate from the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. When it is 
r.eached on the calendar I hope that fa
vorable consideration may be given to 
the bill. 

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <H. R. 4908) to provide addi
tional facilities for the mediation of · 
labor disputes, and for other purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD], as modified, as a 
substitute for section 8 of the committee 
amendment on page 28. . 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. ·President, the 
amendments being proposed to this leg
islation .indicate pretty strongly that 
there is a desire on the part of some to 
emasculate the entire American labor 
movement and either drive it out of -exist
ence or hamstring it so as to be ineffec
tive. Those proposing the legislation are 
seeking to meet an existing problem 
which maY. well be of a transient char
acter. In doing so, however, they are 
undermining the democratic movement 
whose roots are deeply imbedded in 
American tradition and in the establish
ment and development of our economic 
and political democracy. Few of us re
alize that the American labor move
ment did not spring up Ov-ernight. Its 
history is a history of slow development, 
tortuous struggle for the attainment of 
basic rights, frequently serious defeats, 
only to be reborn and strengthened by 
new generations who sought equality of 
opportunity and economic security and 
freedom. The dev:~lopment of the Amer
ican labor movement has been largely 
conditioned by the development of the 
American economy. The industrializa
tion of our country, the factory system, 
and the integration and mechanization 
of production have led -to specific prob
lems, and workers have attempted to 
meet them through OJWanization. 

I think it would be well for the Sen
ate to review in brief the history of the 
American labor movement and its strug
gle to achieve status in our society. 

· HISTORY OF AMERICAN LABOR UNIONS 

American labor unions are as old as 
the Nation itself. Although temporary 
organizations of workers existed prior to 
the founding of the Constitution, the first 
unions to maintain a continuous exist
ence were the shoemakers of Philadel
phia, organized in 1792 and the printers 
of New York City, organized in 1794. 

During the period immediately before 
and after the· turn of the nineteenth 
century shipbuilders, printers, cord
wainers, and tailors formed unions and 
went on strike for wage increases. The 
early organizations of labor unions were 

paralleled by the formation of employ
ers' associations which attempted to ob
tain nonunion labor, and frequently re
sorted to the courts under the aegis of 
the criminal conspiracy doctrine. 

The attitude of the courts was hostile 
to the organization and activities of the 
newly fornied labor unions. Between 
1806 and 1815, of six recorded cases 
charging criminal conspiracy against 
the shoemakers, four were decided in . 
favor of the employers. Under the crim
inal-conspiracy concept, both the act of 
r"orming a union and the end sought, 
that is, ·raising of wages, were considered 

·~ unlawful. In its charge to the jury dur- . 
ing the trial of shoemakers in Philadel
phia· in 1806, the court stated: 
· A combination of workmen to raise their 

wages may be considered in a twofold point 
of view: One is to benefit:themselves • • • 
the other is to injure those who do not join 
their society. The rule of law condemns 
both. 

This doctrine remained unchallenged 
until, in 1842, the highest court of the 
State of Massachusetts, in the case of 
Commonwealth against Hunt, declared 
that a strike of workers for better con
ditions . was lawful and not a criminal 
conspiracy. 

Union activities suffered a decline with · 
the panic of 1817, which ushered in pe
riodic business depressions and times of . 
prosperity similar to those of recent 
years. When business conditions im
proved trade-union activity increased. 
In i825 Boston carpenters struck to se
cure the 10-hour day, and were met by 
the objections of the employers that a 
shorter workday would lead to idleness 
and vice, that the strike was run by out
side agitators, and that the employers 
would suspend operations rather than 
give in to the union. . 

During the 1820's and early 1830's la'
bor unions . were active in pressing for 
legislation in the various States which 
would abolish imprisonment for debt, 
establish free universal public educa
tion, mechanics' lien laws, .and fair divi
sion of the public lands. Thus, at an 
early stage in the country's history trade
unions were seeking to better the lot of 
the common man by securing for him 
the promised blessings of the New World. 
. The years 1833-37 witnessed the de
velopment of labor unions among hither
to unorganized workers, such as weavers, 
plasterers, cigarmakers, searp.stresses, · 
and milliners, and in newly settled cities 
like Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, and St. Louis . 
The first Nation-wide body of trade 
unions was formed in 1834. It consisted 
of the city central trades·· councils, and it 
had as its principal objective securing the 
10-hour day. However, this movement, 
known as the National Trades' Union, 
failed to survive the panic of 1837. 

The growth of the railroads and the 
widening of the competitive market be
yond the limits of a single city or State, 
together with the development of Ameri
can industry in the 1850's and the Civil 
War, favored the organization of con
tinued existence of the national union in 
~he various crafts of the day. The 



I 

1946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5249 
printers formed the National Typograph
ical Union in 1850; the stonecutters' local 
formed a national union in 1853, the 
hat finishers in 1854, and the molders, 
machinists, and puddlers in 1859. Par
ticular impetus to union organization 
was given by the rapid rise in retail prices 
during the Civil War in the face of lag
ging wages. In the years 1861 to 1872, 26 
new national unions were formed. 

Impressed by the increased output of 
commodities made possible by the use 
of machinery, trade unions began to 
give more attention to the problem of 
securing the 8-hour day in order that 
the workers might be able to enjoy the 
benefits of a higher standard of living. 
The National Labor Union, established 
in 1866, pressed for an 8-hour day for 
Federal employees in the hope that such 
a law would make it easier to obtain an 
8-hour day elsewhere. The Congress 
enacted an 8-hour day law for Federal 
employees in 1868, and in 1872, Presi
dent Grant prohibited by proclamation 
any wa~e decreases in putting the law 
into effect. However, the 8-hour day 
for workers in industry remained to be 
achieved at a later period. 

The Knights of Labor represent the 
first large-scale labor -organization in 
America whose membership at the peak 
exceeded 700,000 workers. The early 
history of the Knights 0f Labor reflects 
an interest in social reform, rather than 
in immediate gains in wages anll hours. 
However, the organization was soon com
pelled to give attention to the striking 
railway men employed on the Gould
owned lines, and in 1885, the Knights 
were successful in their efforts tn. restore 
a wage cut and to secure the reinstate
ment of locked-out employees. In 
structure, the Knights of Labor had as 
its foundation the local assembly, in 
which · skilled and unskilled; male and 
female, white and colored, and even 
farmers could and did find membership. 
By seeking to include all American 
workers in a single organization, the 
Knights of Labor antagonized many 
trade unions. This factor, together with 
the rivalry between the local assemblies 
and the general assemblies, the conflict 
between long-run objectives and im
mediate wage-and-hour demands, and 
the emergence of the American Federa
tion of Labor, brought about the decline 
of the Knights of Labor to the pain~ 
where, in 1893, the membership had 
dropped to 75,000. 

In the depression years of the 1870's 
there was much unemployment and des
titution among the anthracite coal min
ers of Pennsylvania. The strike of 1874 
and 1875 against a wage cut ended in de
feat and the dissolution of the mine 
workers' union, the Workingmen's Be
nevolent Association. A number of min
ers refused to go back to work and >re
sorted to violence against mine owners 
in answer to wage reductions and dis
charges for union activity. The employ
ers hired a Pinkerton spy to obtain in
formation as to the activities of the Molly 
Maguires, as the workers' group was 
known. Eventually 24 Molly Maguires 
were convicted and 10 were executed (or 

murder. The episode indicates the ex
tremes to which workers have been driven 
in the past in order to resist injustice. 

The great railroad strikes of 1877 were 
brought on by continued wage reductions 
in the midst of depression conditions. 
State and Federal troops were called out'" 
to suppress the strikes, which extended 
from Pennsylvania to San Francisco. A 
permanent consequence of those strikes 
was the enactment of conspiracy laws, 
the hostility of the courts to labor, the 
demand for additional armories, and the 
reorganization of the militia, the latter 
arising out of the fact that, in many in•. 
stances, the militia could not be relied 
upon to fire upon the strikers. 

With the revival of business in 1879 the 
national unions, such as the molders, the 
locomotive engineers, the bricklayers and 
masons, and the railway conductors, 
looked toward the formation of a fed
eration of trade unions which would con
cern itself with "pure" trade unionism 
based on wage-and-hour consciousness. 
Its primary objective would be the fur
therance of trade-union agreements de
signed to obtain immediate economic 
benefits for the membership. Its meth
ods would be those of collective bargain
ing, a·nd where they failed the methods 
would be the strike, boycott, and picket 
line. The far-flung activities of the 
Knights of Labor were regarded as detri
mental to the interests of the craft-con
scious worker. In order to achieve these 
objectives the American Federation of 
Labor was organized in 1886 and the-na
tional unions were made the basic units 
in the new organization. 

In the 1880's the drive for the 8-hour 
day was resumed by the predecessor of 
the American Federation of Labor, that 
is, the Federation of Organized Trades 
and Labor Unions, by the Knights of 
Labor, and later by the American Feder
ation of Labor itself. By the 1890's the 
8-hour day became prevalent in the 
building trades, but it was not until the 
decade of the World War that the 8 hours 
became the standard for a large propor
tion of the American workers. 

In 1892 a number of strikes took place 
in the steel industry, including the strike 
at Homestead, Pa., which developed into 
a pitched battle between strikers and 
Pinkerton detectives hired by the Car
negie Steel Co. Most of those strikes 
were unsuccessful, and they virtually 
eliminated unionization in the plants of 
the larger steel companies. 

The railroads were once more the scene 
of a major strike when, in 1894, the 
American Railway Union led the workers 
of the Pullman Co. in protest against 
wage cuts and the discharge of union 
members. The company refused to sub
mit the issues to arbitration as requested 
by the workers. The strike was soon 
supported by railroad employees 
throughout the country. 

The Federal Government, in coopera
tion with the General Managers' Associa
tion of the railroads, instituted proceed
ings under the law prohibiting obstruc
tions to the mail and invoking the new 
Sherman Antitrust Act which had been 
enacted for the purpose of outlawing 

combinations in restraint of trade. The 
Attorney General obtained a sweeping 
injunction prohibiting all persons from 
interfering with the business of the rail
roads entering Chicago. The Attorney 
General then proceeded to obtain indict
ments- against the officers of the union, 
charging them with interfering with the 
mail and hindering interstate commerce. 
The leaders of the strike were eventually 
sent to jail for contempt of court, and 
the strike was brought to an unsuccessful 
conclusion. The Sherman Antitrust Act 
had been perverted to serve the. cause of 
the big business which it had been in
tended to restrain. 

The persistent refusal of most employ
ers to recognize the legitimate existence 
of trade unions continued to bring about 
major strikes with resulting loss of lives 
and property. ' In 1902, the anthracite 
coal strike followed refusal of the oper
ators to discuss the wa~e-and-hour issues 
with the United Mine Workers Union. 
The strike was terminated by the ap
pointment of an arbitration commission 
satisfactory to both sides. It marked the 
first time in our history when a Presi
dent of the United States played an active 
part insecuring the settlement of a strike. 
Though the union was not recognized by 
the operators, the award of the Presi
dential commission provided for a wage 
increase and a griev2.nce procedure: 

In 1905 a rival union was organized in 
opposition to the American Federation 
of Labor. The Industrial Workers of 
the World advocated opposition to capi
talism by means of aggressive strikes. 
Its leadership consisted, in part, of offi
cials of the Western Federation of Min
ers who had been exposed to the violence 
employed by mine operators in opposing 
unionism. Consequently, the new union 
did not have to go far to copy the ready 
example of · employer violence. The 
IWW also capitalized on the failure of 
the A. F. of L. effectively to interest it
self in the plight of agricultural labor, 
textile workers, lumber workers, and 
other badly exploited sections of the 
working population. Although the IWW 
gaiped public attention by the use of 
spectacular methods, as in the Lawrence 
textile strike of 1912, and in the free 
speech fight of 1909 to 1912, at no time 
did its membership exceed 100,000 work
ers. Lacking the stable base afforded by 
a policy of collective bargaining, and in
sistent upon a revolutionary goal, the 
IWW became unimportant in the Amer
ican labor scene after 1918. 

The years 1909 and 1910 saw strikes 
in the garment industry arising out of 
unsanitary sweatshops, extremely low 
wages, and job insecurity. The settle
ment of those strikes laid the foundation 
for a system of grievance and arbitra
tion machinery which has since become 
a model for orderly, peaceful adjustment 
of disputes arising out of collective-bar
gaining agreements. 

The Sherman Antitrust Act received 
further application at the hands of the 
courts in the case of Loewe v. Lawlor 
(208 U. S. 274, 1908), the famous Dan
bury Hatters' case. The Supreme Court 
declared that the acts of labor unions, if 
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they involved restraint of commerce 
among the States, were covered by the 
Sherman Act. It held further that Con
gress clearly intended that the Sherman 
Act should be applicable 'to combinations 
of labor as well as those of capital. The 
final judgment against the officers and 
members of the union amounted to $252,-
000, and only the fact that the trade 
unions raised funds to pay the judgment 
saved the members of the union the loss 
of their homes and other property. 

This decision stirred labor to secure 
exemption from the operation of the 
Sherman Act, and Samuel Gompers 
hailed the Clayton Antitrust Act as the 
answer to the problem. Howe·ver, 'the 
courts were to continue to place inter
pretations upon the lawful and peace
ful activities of unions , which left them 
with the same legal disabilities and re
straints that had existed prior to the 
passage of the act. 

In the latter part of the nineteenth 
century employers began to use the 
yellow-dog contract as a condition of 
employment by which a worker prom
ised not to join a trade union so long as 
he remained an employee of the concern. 
In Coppage v. Kansas <236 U.S. 1, 1915) 
and Hitchman v. Mitchell (245 U. S. 229, 

· 1917), the Supreme Court ruled tlfat 
yellow-dog contracts were consistent 
with the fourteenth amendment and 
that any law or attempt by unions to 
abolish them would be depriving persons 
of their property without due process of 
law. The use of yellow-dog contracts 
became common in an increasing num
ber of American industries and in such 
districts as West Virginia and Kentucky 
the courts became the principal aids of 
antiunion coal operators in their fight 
against organization. The injunctive 
process was used to prevent attempts, 
however peaceful, to organize workers 
who had been compelled by economic cir
cumstances to agree not to belong to a 
union. -

The period of the First World War was 
of considerable significance for Ameri
can labor unions. Membership almost 
doubled in the period 1!}15-20, to reach a 
high of more than 5,000,000 workers; im
portant labor legislation was enacted; or
ganized labor was represented on Gov
ernment war agencies; and there was a 
vigorous effort made to organize mass
production industries. 

In 1916 the railroad unions threatened 
to strike for the 8-hour day. Upon the 
intervention of President Wilson the 
strike was averted and the Congress 
passed the Adamson Act which provided 
for the establishment of the 8-hour day 
for workers engaged in operating trains 
in interstate commerce. However, it 
took the threat of a major war and the 
continued intervention of the President 
to bring the railroad managers to accept 
the provisions of the law in the form of 
a signed agreement with the railroad 
brotherhoods. VJ'hen in 1917 the Federal 
Government took over the operation of 
the railroads, a railroad wage commis
sion was rtppointed to investigate wage 
disputes. This body functioned effec
tively in preventing strikes during the 
war years. 

In-March 1918, the National War. Labor 
Board was created with tripartite repre
sentation. · No strikes or lock-outs were 
to take place during the war. · The right 
of workers to organize into trade unions 
and to bargain collectively was affirmed 
and was not to be interfered with by em
ployers in any manner. The right of em
ployers to organize in order to bargain 
collectively was also affirmed. The 
union shop and union standards were to 
be continued where they existed. These 
principles were in one respect regarded 
as unsatisfactory to union workers, for 
unions were not to "attempt to bring 
about a union shop where the open shop 
was in existence. 

In applying its policies, the War Labor 
Board sought to prevent both employers 
and unions from engaging in activities 
which would disturb production in essen
tial war industries. In the Western 
Union and Postal Telegraph case, the 
Government took over the telegraph and 
telephone systems in order to show its 
determination to carry out its policies, 
even in the face of the opposition of the 
great corporations. The Smith and 
Wesson case indicated that the Govern
ment would not permit aggressive anti
union activities to be carried on in war 
industries. · In the case of the Bridgeport 
machinists it displayed no hesitation 
about bringing pressure to bear upon 
employees who struck against an award 
by which they had agreed to abide. 

Unions held considerable representa
tion on Government boards during the 
war. In addition to the National War 
Labor Board, union representatives were 
to be found on the Emergency Construc
tion Board, the Fuel Administration 
Board, the Food Administration Board, 
and the War Industries Board. ·This fa
vorable attitude of Government toward 
labor, together with the labor shortage 
induced by the war and the rapid rise in 
prices, stimulated the tremendous growth 
in organization during the war years. 

In 1918 the AFL began an organization 
drive in the steel industry in an effort to 
aid the workers to raise their low wages 
and to wipe out the 12-hour day. The 
companies affected embarked upon ag
gressive antiunion activities, discharging 
union men, and prohibiting union meet
ings in the company-controlled towns. 
The United States Steel Corp., through 
Judge Gary, announced its intention to 
refuse to deal with unions. The strike 
which ensued involved 300,000 or .more 
workers and affected steel production in 
every region of the country. Direct 
clashes -between strikers and private 
guards were freque"nt, especially when at
tempts· were made to suppress meetings, 
Throughout the strike the press gave 
much space to the employer's position 
and pursued a studied policy of alienat
ing public sympathy away from the 
strikers. The strike ended in failure in 

· the early part of 1920, and the steel in
dustry remained an open shop until the 
advent of the Congress of Industrial Or-. 
ganizations in 1937. 

The miners had suffered a continuous 
decrease in real wages during the war 
years·. Wh"Em they attempted, in 1919, to 
use their only effective weapon-the 

strike-to raise their wage standards, 
they were met by the combined forces of 
the employers, the Federal Government, 
and the courts. The Attorney General 
of the United States obtained an injunc
tion in the Federal District Court of Indi
ana on the plea that the·armistice did not 
end the wartime emergency and that un
til the treaty of peace was concluded, the 
Lever Act providing for ·Federal control 
of fuel was in force and that, in effect, 
the strike was one against the Govern
ment. 

Henry David, in his chapters on the 
AmE7ican Labor Movement----'La~or Prob
lems in America, Farrar & Rinehart, 
New York, 1940-well describes the 
American plan of the twenties: 

At the close of the war the antiunion 
campaign which began in 1920 was disguised 
as a driv-e for the American plan. Its ob
jective was the open shop, but it made its 
plea in terms of American principles and 

. the inalienable right of every worker to enter 
any trade and to accept employment under 
conditions satisfactory to himself without 
the intercession of a union. Conservative 
farmers' organi2;ations and the American 
Bankers' Association came to the aid of the 
employers promoting the American plan for 
the abolition of the un-American closed shop. 
!n New York State alone there were at l-east 
50 active open-shop associations, and Mas-

. sachusetts had 18 such organizations in 8 
cities. The State manufacturers' associations 
were extremely active in the campaign, which 
include employers' associations in various in
dustries and local chambers of commerce, to 
put the open shop into effect. In Dlinois, 
where there were 46 open-shop associations, 
the Manufacturers• AsSociation in October. 
1920 offered aid to any employer fighting for 
the open shop. 

In January 1921, 22 State manufacturers' 
associations meeting in conference in Chi
cago officially adopted the name American 
Plan. For a number of years thereafter the 
employers carried on an aggressive struggle 
against unionism, which resulted in the de
feat of many strikes and destroyed many 
trade-unions. The campaign was aided by the 
turn in business conditions which occurred 
in 1920, and which, by 1921, had resulted in 
widespread unemployment in industrial cen
ters. The growth of militant employers' as
sociations, the principal purpose of which 
was to fight the closed shop, helped to make 
the campaign for the American Plan a suc
cess. The most strenuous opposition to the 
employers' efforts were encountered in the 
building trades. Here the well-o!'ganized 
unions' succeeded in numerous instances in 
resisting the employers' attack. In many 
cities of the country, however, · strikes to 
maintain union conditions were defeated, 
and building operations were resumed under 
open-shop conditions. 

Under constant pressure from the 
open-shop drive following the end of the 
First World War, organized labor in the 
United States did not make much head
way during the so-called prosperous era 
of the twenties, and it suffered the rav
ages of the prolonged depression and the 
mass unemployment that followed the 
stock-market debacle in 1929. By 1932 
the total membership of the American 
Federation of Labor stood at approxi
mately 2,500,000, as contrasted with the 
high mark of slightly over 4,000,000 in 
1920. It declined further to about 2,100,-
000 in 1933. 

It was :hot until after the enactment 
of the National Industrial Recovery Act 
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in the spring of 1933, including section 7 
(a) which guaranteed the right of em- · 
ployees to organize into unions of their 
own choosing and to bargain collectively 
with employers, that trade unionism in 
the United States began to revive. With 
it came a tremendous influx of new . 
members into the ranks of unions. 

The rapidity and the natur~ of the 
organizing activities during the NRA pe
riod led to the formation of a large num
ber of Federal labor unions chartered 
directly· by the American Federation of 
Labor. From June 1933 to October 1934, 
the American Federation of Labor or
ganized and chartered 106 Federal labor 
unions in the automobile industry, 75 in 
rubber, 30 in the cement industry, and 
20 in aluminum. The total number of 
affiliated trade and Federal labor unions 
increased from 673 in 1933 to 1,788 in 
1934. . 

The gains made during the. early days 
of the NRA were halted only temporarily 
by the invalidation of the National In
dustrial Recovery Act by the Supreme 
Court in May 1935, by the rapid spread 
of employee representation plans estab-

. lished primarily for the purpose of com
bating the spread of unionism, and by 
the hostility of employers to the newly 
enacted National Labor Relations Act. 
Labor took new heart in April 1937 when 
the United States Supreme Court vali
dated the National Labor Relations Act. 

The vitality and strength developed 
by the American labor movement in 1937 
can be attributed to three principal fac
tors. Favorable labor legislation, par
ticularly the National Labor Relations 
Act, laid the foundation for the right of 
workers to organize into unions of their 
own choice. The Committee for In
dustrial Organization made tremendous 
strides in organizing the hitherto unor
ganized mass-production industries, and 
the American Federation of Labor ex
panded its organizing activities and ex
tended its membership among both craft 
and industrial workers. 

Despite the rivalry and bitterness cre
ated, the organization and activities of 
the Congress of Industrial Organizations 
exerted a profound influence on the ex
tent and character of unionization in 
the last 5 years. By 1941 organized la
bor in the United States registered sub
stantial gains in union membership, in 
the number of collective-bargaining 
agreements negotiated, and in the num
ber of workers in industries covered by 
these agreements. By the end of the 
year total union membership had 
reached to approximately 11,000,000, the 
largest number on record in the history 
of the labor movement in the United 
States. The total number of union 
members represented approximately 
one-third of all the wage earners and 
salaried employees in the country. 

By the end of the war, VJ-day, uruons 
affiliated with the AFL represented a 
dues-paying membership of almost 7,-
000,000. As of August '31, 1945, Secre
tary-Treasurer MeanY reported total 
dues-paying membership of 6,938,125, 
and in April 1946 the AFL secretary
treasurer report claimed membership of 
6,931,221. The CIO claimed approxi
mately 6,000,000 members at the end 

of 1944. Independent unions claimed 
over 1,000,000 members, bringing the 
estimated total trad~-union membership 
to be~ween 14,000,000 and 15,000,000. 

PART II. CASE STUDIES 

Mr. President, ·thus far I have ad
dressed myself to a broad and very brief 
picture of the development of the Amer
ican labor movement. I have sketched 
and outlined broadly the organizational 
efforts of labor in the United States. I 
should like now to confine my discussion 
to a more detailed examination of some 
of the specific instances and periods in 
American labor history which will g1ve 
a more realistic approach and under
standing of the problems which workers 
have faced and met during this period. 
These case studies have been chosen 
from many of similar instances, but they 
are sufficiently illustrative of the point 
I wish to make, namely, that labor's ef
forts have not been easy of achievement 
that they are not of recent origin, and 
that we should not take any action on 
this floor which would necessitate a re
currence of those periods in our labor 
history . 

I wish first to address myself to the 
Homestead strike of 1892, then the Lud

·low incident, then the textile organizing 
strike in Gastonia, and, if time permits, 
the open-shop drive of the 1920's, the 
formation of company unions and em
ployer associations, the Chicago_ massa
cre of 1937, and the now famous Mohawk 
Valley formula, which is one of the out
standing techniques of strike-breaking 
conceived by American industry. 

HOMESTEAD 

We now turn our attention to a dra-
• matic and grievous incident in the 
struggle of the American working people 
for improvement of their conditions and 
recognition of their just grievances, the 
Homestead lock-out, the struggle between 
the organized skilled steel workers and 
the rising colossus of the Carnegie Steel 
Co. Here for the first time the Ameri-

.can labor movement met a new type of 
foe, a large corporation with widespread 
economic ramifications and seemingly 
limitless resources .for a war against 
labor unions. Labor also met a new 
ruthlessness, a new reliance on brute 
force, on the power of organized physical 
violence which money can buy. It was 
organized labor's first serious experience 
with the large modern industrial cor
poration which was later to so dominate 
and typify American industry. 

This was the period of the early nine
ties in which the new methods of fight
ing labor were forged-methods quite 
different from the employer tactics used 
in the struggles of the seventies and 
eighties. Here that infamous antilabor 
use of the court injunction was fash
ioned, a tool destined to become the ef
fective cause of increased industrial un
rest and the instigating force to violence. 

In 1890 the resurgence of the labor 
movement had first become evident. 
The carpenters were able to establish 
that long-sought goal, the 8-hour-work
ing day, in approximately 100 towns and 
-cities. Workers in other industries were 
anxious to achieve the same, but were 
not yet sufficiently strong. 

In steel, the strongest union in Ameri
can history to that date-a craft union 
of skilled steel workers of the period, the 
Amalgamated Association of Iron and 
Steel Workers-had successfully ·organ
ized 2,500 members. Up to 1889 their 
relations with the Carnegie Co. had been 
friendly. In that year the first dispute 
occurred between the company and the 
union, ·and this dispute coincided with 
the as~umption of the direction of the 
company by a Mr. H. C. Frick, who, as 
owner of the largest coke manufacturing 
plant, had acquired the reputation of 
being a bitter enemy of labor organiza
tion. During the 1889 negotiations for 
renewal of the agreement Frick had de
manded the dissolution of the unions. 
In fact, the agreement was finally re
newed for a 3-year period, but the seeds 
of distrust _and enmity had been sown. 

The new agreement called for a slid
ing scale for wages, which were to rise or 
fall with the market price of a speCified 
standard steel billet. The agreement, 
however, set a minimum of $25 per ton · 
on these billets, which put the wage floor 
at the . rate corresponding to the $25 
market price. 

Under Prick the Carnegie Co. resented 
the necessity of dealing with the Amal
gamated Association. Among its rivals 
the Carnegie-had developed to a position 
of dictatorial power, controlling at that 
time the major portion of the American 
steel market. In the earlier period the 
union demand for and maintenance of 
uniform wage rates for the same job 
operation had been a factor helpful to 
the company in standardizing its labor 
costs and giving it an advantage over 
competitors with unrationalized wage 
scales. But after this advantage had 
helped it win out over its competitors, 
the company turned against the union. 

In the earlier period Carnegie himself 
was known for his professions of sym
pathy toward labor, as Yellen recounts 
in his book: 

Before the appointment of Frick the men 
had believed somewhat in the friendship of 
Andrew Carnegie, poor immigrant boy from 
Dunfermline, donator of libraries and hos
pitals and music halls, patron of the work
ingman and democracy and peace. He had 
written frequently concerning the relations 
of capital and labor; he had advocated trade
unionism and the peaceful arbitration of dif
ferences, and had deplored absentee capital
ism and the violence of dispute. In an ar
ticle of the Forum for April 1886 he had 
stated: 

"The right of the workingmen to combine 
and to form trade-unions is no less sacred 
than the right of the manufacturer to enter 
into associations and conferences with his 
fellows, and it must be sooner or later con
ceded. Indeed, it gives one but a poor opin
ion of the American workman if he permits 
himself to be deprived of a right which his 
fellow in England has conquered for himself 
long since. My experience has been that 
trade-unions upon the whole are beneficial 
both to labor and to capital." 

And 4 months later in the same magazine: 
"While public sentiment has rightly and 

unmistakably condemned violence, even in 
the form for which there is the most excuse, 
I would have the public give due considera
tion to the terrible temptation to which the 
workingman on a strike Is sometimes sub
jected. 'To expect that one dependent upon 
his daily wage for the necessaries of life will 
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stand by peaceably and see a new man em
ployed in his stead is to expect much. This 
poor man may have a wife and children· de
pendent upon his labor. Whether medicine 
for a sick child, or even nourishing food for 
a delicate wife, is procurable, depends upon 
his steady employment. In all but a very few 
departments of labor it is unnecessary, and, 
I think, improper, to subject -men to such 
an ordeal. • • * There is an unwritten 
law among the best work~en: 'Thou shalt 
not take thy neighbor's joti.' " 

When, therefore, during the disturbances 
at Homestead, contradictions between Car
negie's public humanitarian utterances and 
his private· business practices were unveiled, 
the men felt as if they had been betrayed. 

From Frick the workmen expected open 
hostility. But how to account for Carnegie's 
actions? Why 'had he declared himself so 
often in print for a liberal labor policy moti-

. vated by generosity and enlightenment? And 
after he had so done, then why did he let 
Frick, the notorious and unyielding enemy 
of trade-unions, assume full authority for 
the firm, and then himself hurry away to his 
castles and shooting boxes in Scotland? 
(Source: American Labor Struggles, Samuel 
Yellen, Harcourt, B:race & Co., New York, 1936, 
pp. 74-75.) 

These disturbances arose as the date 
for contract negotiations approached. 
That even Carnegie himself was prepar
ing to challenge the union's right to an 

·agreement was later revealed by publi
cation of a draft of a notice, suppressed 
at the time, to the effect that henceforth 
the company would be nonunion and 
would not negotiate a new agreement. 

Negotiations had begun several months 
before the contract expiration date of 
June 30. In reply to union demands for 
a new scale the company presented its 
proposals: First, for reduction in the 
minimum market price of the sliding 
scale from $25 to $22 per ton of standard 
billets; second, for a change in the ex
piration date of the contract to Decem
ber 31; and third, a reduction in tonnage 
rates at mills where improvements had 
been made and new machinery installed. 

No accord was reached between the 
parties. Suddenly on May 30 the com
pany sent the union an ultimatum that 
it would have to accept the scale before 
June 24 or recognition would be with
drawn. Indications that he hoped to be 
able to eliminate the union are contained 
in the letter Frick wrote to his mill 
superintendent on the day of the ulti
matum: 

You can say to the committee that these 
scales are in all respects the most liberal that 
can be offered. We do not care whether a 
man belongs to a union or not, nor do we 
wiEh to interfere. He may belong to as many 
unions or ocganizations as he chooses, but 
we think our employees at Homestead Steel 
Works would fare much better working un
der the system [1. e., nonunion] in, vogue 
at Edgar Thompson and Duquesne. (Source: 
U. S. House of Representatives, Employment 
of Pinkerton Detectives, 52d Cong., 2d sess., 
Rept. No. 2447 (Washington, Government 
Printing Office, 1893), p. 23.) 

Meanwhile the company openly con
ducted itself as if for a siege. A solid 
board fence topped with barbed wire and 
perforated at intervals, as if for rifie·s, 
was built around the mill grounds. The 
atmosphere could hardly be other than 
tense, with such obvious preparations for 
open struggle. A final conference held 
on June 23, just before the ultimatum 

was to expire, ended in dismal failure. 
Of this conference Yellen writes: 

Throughout the conferences the men had 
been offended by the cold, uncompromising 
attitude of the company, and particularly ,by 
the fortifications thrown around the works 
even before the negotiations were at an end. 
Now they were angered by the obvious ag
gressiveness of the company, and understood 
fully that behind all the differences had 
been the single question of the preservation 
of their union. The company attitude 
rankled all the more because the men prided 
themselves on their Americanism and on the 
conservative policy and reasonable spirit of 

. the Amalgamated. In this feeling the con,
gressional investigating commlttee later con
curred with the men. It found that the 
workmen at Homestead were very intelligent 
and highly skilled, that their work was of 
such a nature as to impair their eyesight 
rapidly and shorten their lives, and that, 
therefore, a reduction of 18 percent to 26 per
cent in their pay warranted close scrutiny. 
Yet, at the investigation, Frick refused out
right to ' state either the total cost or the 
labor cost of a ton of steel billets, on the 
grounds t~at he could not disclose such. a 
trade secret to competitors. (Source: Ameri
can Labor Struggles, Samuel Yellen; Harcourt 
Brace & Co., New York, 1936, pp. 80-81.) 

Two days later the company issued a 
statement that the proposed company 
scale would stand regardless of the work
ers' attitude. A peaceful outcome was 
foredoomed, as the later congressional 
committee readily pointed out: 

We conclude from all the surroundings that 
he, who is not the only manufacturer thus 
affected, is opposed to the Amalgamated As
sociation and its methods, and hence had no 
anxiety to contract with his laborers through 
that organization, and that this is the true 
reason why he appeared to them as autocratic 
and uncompromising in his demands. If, as 
he claimed, the business of his company, on 
account of fall in the market price of th& 
products of the works, required a reduction 
of the wages of the employees, he should have 
appealed to their reason and shown them the 
true state of the company's affairs. We are 
persuaded that if he had done so, an agree
ment would have been reached between him 
and the workmen, and all the trouble which 
followed would thus have been avoided. 
(Source: U.S. House of Representatives, Em
ployment of Pinkerton Detectives, 52d Cong., 
2d sess., Rept. No. 2447 (1893). p. xi.) 

When strained relations en~ued, the 
company took the action of locking out 
its entire working force 2 days before the 
agreement was to expire. This action 
united the nearly 3,000 mechanics and 
common laborers behind the fight of the 
800 skilled union men, resulting quickly 
in the formation of an advisory commit
tee.for directing the common activities of 
all levels of locked-out employees. 

The committee prepared a watch for 
strikebreakers and . soon took over full 
charge of running the town of Home
stead. Who were these men who were 
thus raised to a position of control? 
Yellen tells us: 

The committee was anxious to preserve or
der and decency. It wanted no excuse to exist 
for newspaper slander. They were no igno
rant immigrants, no lawless vandals, no vio
lent anarchists; they were good Americans, 
fellow citizens, with Frick and Carnegie, of 
a democracy; respectable men who were de
fending their moderate standards of living 
for their families. (Source: American Labor 

.. Struggles, .Samuel Yell_en; Harcourt, Brace & 
Co., New York, 1936, p. 82.) 

When the workmen showed their de
termination to protect their jobs from 
. being taken by scabs, Frick called upon 
the Allegheny County sheriff for 100 
deputies to protect the mill property. 
The union immediately told the sheriff 
that nobody was trespassing on the mill 
property but that it would be willing 
to have 500 men specially deputized to 
watch the prope-rty. Although the 
sheriff refused this, he could not round 
up any of the citizenry of the county to 
act as deputies and had to send 12 of 
his own office force. These men were 

·met at the station by a crowd of 2,000 
men who showed · them that the mill 
property was untouched but would not 
let ·them stay. By this time the at
mosphere had become more tense be
cause of rumors that the company was 
recruiting scabs in certain large cities 
nearby. 

Actually it -was later disclosed that 
Frick had formulated plans for bringing 

. in armed Pinkerton detectives as early 
as June 20-considerably before he had 
asked for ·protection from the authorities 

. and even before the break-off of nego
-tiations with th~ union. As the con
gressional committee reported: 

There was nothing in the laws of Penn
sylvania to prevent. Mr. Frick from employ
ing Pinkerton men as watchmen in the works 

_at Homestead, yet we do not think, under 
the circumsta:Qces, he should have done so. 

· He made no direet appeal to the county and 
State authorities for protection in the first 
instance, but began to negotiate for the em
ployment of Pinkerton forces before . the 

· negotiations for the reemployment of the 
workmen of the Amalgamated Association 
were broken off. (Source: U. S. House of 
Representatives, Employment of Pinkerton 
Detectives ( 52d Co;ng., 2d sess., Rept. No. 
2447 Washington, Government Printing 
Office, 1893), p. XI.) 

By June 25 Frick had already given 
. deta~led instructions to the Pinkerton 
Agency for the transportation and arm
ing of 300 private detectives. They were 
brought in stealthily by barges up. the 
rive:t= toward Homestead. Workmen 
sentries, however, sighted the barges be
low the town so that when the boatloads 

_of armed Pinkerton men arrived they 
were met by an outpouring of towns
people who warned the detectives to stay 
away. When the Pinkertons actually 
started down the barge gangplanks, 
however, a shot rang out. No one has 
discovered which side fired the shot
but it was the spark which set off the 
explosion. · 

The ensuing battle -lasted from 4 a. m. 
to the following 5 p. ·m. It was stopped 
by the arrival of the union president and 
ultimately resulted in the surrender and 
disarming of the Pinkertons, who 'Were 
then taken into custody and · finally 
shipped back home. The union members 
had great difficulty, however, in protect
ing the Pinkertons from the wrath of the 
townswomen who had been worked up to 
fever pitch by the invasion attempt. 

The steel company had failed in this 
attempt to bring in strikebreakers, but 
its attempt had resulted in a tragedy that 
left its imprint on the labor movement 

: and on the memory of the Nation for 
many years. 
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The public reaction throughout the 

country was one of horror. Unions from 
all sides · sent in resolutions of sympathy 
and support to the locked-out workers. 
In Pittsburgh one union petitioned the 
city council to return Carnegie's million
dollar gift for a free library because· it 
represented workingmen's blood. Re
percussions were felt throughout the 
States, even though many people failed 
to see how .inevitably bloodshed could 
be the only result of the labor policy 
pursued by this powerful company. Yel
len clearly points out the dilemma in 
which the locked-out worker was placed: 

E. L. Godkin's Nation disapproved of the 
workmen for attempting to deprive rich men 
of their property and poor men of their right 

· to labor. The Honorable William C. Oates, 
chairman of the congressional investigating 
committee, objected to the moral suasion 
employed by union men to prevent nonunion 
men from scabbing, and wrote: "The right 
of any man to labor, upon whatever terms he 
and his employer agree, whether he belong to 
a labor organization or not, and the right of 
a person or corporation (which in law is also 
a person) to employ anyone to labor in a 
lawful business is secured by the laws of .the 
land." Neither the Nation nor Congressman 
Oates seemed aware of the dilemma of the 
workman; if he did not picket he· was re
duced to looking on while his job was given 
to a scab; if he did picket he transgre~ed 
the laws and ideals of the land. (Source: 
American Labor ' Struggles, Samuel Yellen; 
Harcourt, Brace & Co., New York, 1936, pp. 
88-89.) 

While the county was aroused, the peo
ple of Homestead settled down to· care for 
their wounded, still maintaining vigi
lance for further invasions of Pinkertori.s. 
Even though all remained quiet, the sher
iff began calling upon Governor Pattison 
to send the militia. Pattison replied at 
the time that the sheriff had "neglected 
his duty" and that in his opinion if the 
sheriff had accepted the idea of letting 
the locked-out men guard the mills 
"there would not have been a drop · of 
blood shed." A local committee reported 
to the Governor that the militia were not 
needed and that the town was orderly 
and peaceful. Just when the town felt 
the militia would n'ot be sent in, however, 
the Governor reversed his stand and or
dered 8,000 of the Pennsylvania Natiomil 
Guard to move into Homestead. 

At first astounded by this reversal, the 
Homestead workers welcomed the troops 
and prepared to ·cooperate with them on 
a friendly basis. The officers, however, 
refused to reciprocate this friendship and 
maintained a hostile attitude. Slowly 
the militia opened the way for the in
troduction of nontJnion workers and the 
reopening of the mill. The company, 
still refusing to meet the union, started 
eviction proceedfngs against families 
living in_ company-owned houses. 

The struggle continued, however, be
cause of the inability of the company to 
obtain a sufficient number of skilled em
ployees to run the mill. The workmen 
were still united. Consequently, to 
finally smash this unity ·the company 
began "filing informations" for the ar
rest of many of the union leaders, on 
charges of murder, conspiracy, and ag
gravated riot. Although the workers re
taliated by lodging informations against 
company officials, they could not readily 

meet all the required bail for their own· 
members, set at $10,000 each. 

Amidst the legal tangles which ensued 
the workmen were soon confuseP.. and 
their unity weakened. Actually the 
company and the State failed to obtain 
the convictions of ariy of the union men. 
Yet the company had won its point. 
The court victories had been costly to the 
union and ult1mately left the union with
out resources for relief of its locked-out 
members. On November 20, the resist
ance ·collapsed, many of the union mem
bers having migrated· from the area. 
As a result unionism had been destroyed 
in the rhajor steel mills of the Pitt~burgh 
area. 

Final defeat for the Homestead sork
ers found many of them . routed from 
their homes, many blacklisted from work 
in their lifetime trade, many unem
ployed, their jobs taken by outsiders 
brought in by the company, and many 
others reabsorbed by the mill but re
sentful, demoralized, with a feeling of 
helplessness and hopelessness in the ab
sence of any ·protection by any organ
ization of their own choosing. 

Frick had · won the day. He had 
broken the union by brute force and the 
overwhelming resources of the corpora
tion relative to those of the union. 

Lives, money, and time were the costs. 
The State itself spent $600,000 to main
tain the militia, over and above all the 
expenses for the court trials and pay
merits to the deputy sheriffs. Workmen 
lost over $800,000 in wages and as much 
again in their own savings and union re-
lief funds. . ' 

And what about the working and liv
ing conditions of the Homestead families, 
for maintaining which they had been 
struggling in vain? Was it true, as 
Frick later declared, that his nonunion 
mill was operating "with the greatest 
satisfaction to ourselves and to the un
questioned advantage of -our em
ployeees"? Was it true, in his words, 
that, "the best evidence that their wages 
are satisfactory is shown in the fact that 
we have never had a strike there since 
they began working under our system of 
management"? 

Had the workmen and citizenry of 
Homestead been deluded that there was 
something to struggle for, that they 
could slowly lift themselves ·from their 
misery by organizing in their own in
terests? Had Frick's nonunion shop, 
which he had won with armed gunmen, 
strikebreakers, and unlimited money 
resources, actually brought the better 
day for his employees? 

The Homestead workmen could not 
speak out, but they knew this was false. 
Let a careful student of this situation, 
Samuel Yellen, tell the story of what 
actually happened: · 

F:rom this . time forward the men had no 
voice in determining their hours and wages, 
the conditions of work, .and the share they 
were to have ·in improved processes of pro
duction. They had no etfective protest 
against' any debasement of their standards 
of living, and as a result the standards were 
constantly forced lower. When Margaret F. 
Byington, some 15 years ago, conducte~ for 
the Pittsburgh Survey an investigation into 
Homestead, she found conditions that made 
life and happiness nigh impossible. The 

men toiled long hours, nearly all working a 
12-hour day, with a 24-hour stretch every 2 
weeks when they exchanged day and night 
shifts. There W.&§' no leisure, little family 
life, and little civic spirit; there were only 
hard work, poor food, and wearied sleep. 

.Wages had fallen very low, especially for the 
fresh immigrant labor, with the usual con
sequences. (Source: American Labor Strug
gles, Samuel Yellen; Harcourt, Brace & Co., 
New York, 1936, p. 99.) 

What were these consequences 15 
years after the lock-out? Miss Bying
ton in her study, gives us a good de
scription: 

The analysis of expenditures indicates that 
the man who "earns $9.90 a week, as do a 
majority of such laborers, and who has a 
family of normal size to support, can pro
vide for them only a two-room tenement in 
a crowded court, with no sanitary conven
iences; a supply of food below the minimum 
sufficient •for mere physical well-being; in
surance tllat makes provision which is ut
terly inadequate for the family left without 
a breadwinner; a meager expenditure for 
clothes and furniture, and an almost negli
gible margin for recreation, education, and 
savings. Many can, to be sure, add to their 
earnings by working 7 days a week instead of 

· 6; by working 12 hours a day instead of 10; 
but after all we are talking of standards of 
life and labor for an American industry, and 
common sense will scarcely sanction such a 
week of work. Many, too, as we have seen. 
take in lodgers, but do it at the cost of 
decency and health. (Source: Byington, M. F. 
Homestead: The Households of a Mill Town 
(1910)' p. 180.) 

Concretely, Frick's victory meant that 
by 1907 unorganized common laborers in 
steel mills received only $1.65 for a 10-
hour day and $1.98 for a 12-hour day, 
although not far away in the bituminous 
coal mines the common laborers, organ
ized into their own union, were receiving 
$2.36 for an 8-hour day. And as the 
workmen sank into a state virtually of 
slavery, this Carnegie Steel Co. was 
rapidly transforming itself into that 
vast monopoly now known as the 
United States Steel Corp., strategically 
situated at the heart of modern Ameri
can industry, 

GASTONIA 

A great deal of attention is being paid 
to the evils resulting from the National 
Labor Relations Act. What must be re
membered is that the act has corrected 
evils of a far more urgent nature. A 
review of practices that were of common 
occurrence before the right of workers to 
organize and to bargain collectively was 
recognized can most lucidly be illustrated 
from concrete examples of industrial 
disputes before the act was passed. Any 
curtailment or abridgement of labor's 
right to organize and to bargain col
lectively may well mean the return to 
an America of industrial warfare, as ·is 
illustrated, for example, in the textile 
workers strike in Gastonia in 1929, and 
a return to far greater evils than the 
proposals ·now ' before the Senate at
tempt to remedy. 

The history of events in the Gastonia 
strike can be understood only against the 
background of labor conditions existing 
at the time-labor conditions that were 
directly attributable to lack of organiza
tion. In spite of many protestations to 
the contrary, the desire for organizjttion 
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among southern workers to better their 
working conditions was in ample evi
dence; but the employers were able to 
mobilize the police and citizen commit
tees to suppress strikes and organizing 
activities, with resulting mass suffering 
and bloodshed. Thus, early attempts -at 
unionizing the southern textHe mills in 
1900 and again in 1919 failed, not be
cause southern labor was docile but 
because the employers were able· to take 
advantage of the legally defenseless 
workers. 
GRIEVANCES OF THE SOUTHERN TEXTILE WOR~RS 

In spite of the failure of previous ef
forts, in 1929., several textile unions-in
cluding -the United Textile Workers, 
A. F. of L., and the National Union of 
Textile Workers-revived the attempt to 
organize the South, 'Particularly because 
of the widespread dissatisfaption with 
the "stretch out" under which the num
ber of looms under the care of 1 weaver 
was increased from 20 to as many as 100, 
in some cases, with no increase in pay
Perlman and Taft, History of Labor in 
the United States, 1896-1932, volume IV, 
the Macmillan Co., New York, 1935, page 
604. 

Another source of discontent, of course, 
was the low rates of pay. Wages were 
so low that children of 14 had to go to 
the mill as a matter of course. Mothers 
of young children had to work at night. 
Typical of the treatment received by 
the employees at the Loray mill is this 
statement by one of the women workers-

When I was goin' to have a baby and got 
so I couldn't work, they's fire my husband ..... 
Lots of mills won't have you unless there's 
two hands in the family working. (Mary 
Heaton Vorse, Gastonia, Harpers, November 
1929, p. 705.) 

In the colorful language of the moun
tain men who were the principal source 
of labor supply for the textile mills: 

The boss-men say in the papers that the 
average wages is $18.60 a week. This is 
damn lie. Maybe if you take all the money 
all the bosses git and average it up, then it 
may be about right. But as fer as the mill 
hands is concerned, they git an average of 
about $12 or $13. That's fer 11 or 12 hours 
work daily fer a week. • • • 

When you go to git yore pay envelope you 
never know what yore agoin' to git. They 
·used to give you a statement showin' what 
was due, but that give us a chance to kick. 
They paymaster never get thru tryin' to 
straighten our complaints. There ain't no 
way now of checkin' up to see if you git what's 
a-comin' to you. (William F. Dunne, Gas
tonia, Workers Library Publishers, New York, 
1929, p. 56-57.) 

FIRST STRIKE IS SPONTANEOUS 

As a result of such conditions, the first 
large-scale dispute of this period was a 
spontaneous strike by the employees of 
the Glanzstoff Rayon Co. at Eli~abeth
ton, Tenn., which occurred in March 
1929. Later, the strike spread to the 
Bemberg plant, under the same manage
ment, so that a total of 5,500 employees 
were involved in the walk-out-Ernest J. 
Eberling, the Strikes Among Textile. 
Workers in the Southern States, Current 
History, June 1929, page 451. Alfred 
Hoffman, representing the United Tex
tile Workers of America, soon arrived to 
take charge, while the National Guard of 

Tennessee were called out to protect the 
rayon plants-Nashville Tennessee~n. 
March 19, 1929. Peace was restored 
when Federal mediators brought about a 
settlement providing for no discrimina
tion in rehiring and a promise of wage 
increases.-Ernest J. Eberling, op. cit., 
page 452. 

The agreement was short-lived, for in 
the night of April 4, Edward McGrady of 
the American Federation of Labor, and 
later Firs't Assistant Secretary of Labor, 
and Albert Hoffman were carried out of 
town by a mob, and ordered not to re
turn under penalty of death-Nashville 
Tennesseean, April 6, 1929. '!'en days 
later, discharge of the union grievance 
committee resulted in a second walk
out-Nashville Tennesseean, April 16, 
1929. Two companies of National 
Guardsmen returned; and the district 
court enjoined picketing, with the result 
that over 600 strikers were -arrested
Raleigh News and Observer, May 15, 25, 
1929. By such tactics was the union 
eventually broken. 

STRIKE AT GASTONIA RESULTS IN BLOODSHED 

I read ·a statement by Mr. Yellen: 
In the meantime, on April 1 another strike 

broke out under widely different circum
stances near Gastonia, N. C. Here at the 
Loray mill, owned by the Manville Jenckes 
Co., of Pawtucket, R. I., Fred E. Beal, of the 
National Textile Workers' Union, had secretly 
organized the workers. As soon as the man
agement discovered this union, it discharged 
five of its members. More than half of the 
force of 2,200 walked out in protest. A 
strikers' committee called upon Superin
tendent J. A. Baugh with a list of demands, 
including recognition of the union, a 40-
hour week, minimum weekly wage.of $20, and 
the abolition of the stretch-out; but he re
plied by roping off the street leading to the 
mill and by keeping the looms going with a 
small force. A scufHe between pickets and 
deputies on April 2 brought out five com
panies of the National Guard. (Samuel Yel
len, American Labor Struggles, Harcourt, 

. Brace & Co., New York, 1936, p. 303.) · 

I now' read two statements by Mrs. 
Vorse: 

During the first days of the strike, there 
were large and orderly picket lines despite 
the presence of five companies of State 
troops, but later these picket lines were 
broken up with increasing severity. Workers 
were beaten after their arrest, and all of 
the leaders were arrested at one time or an
other. (Mary Heaton Vorse, op. cit., p. 701.) 

One worker · stated, "I was leading the 
picket line and I was trying to get through 
a mob of deputies. They said, 'What do you 
think you're doing?' · I said, 'Leading a 
picket line if I can get through,' and I walked 
through. They jumped on me .and hit me 
with clubs over th:e head and ip. the belly so 
I was spitting blood and hemorrhaging all 

· night. It was 2 weeks ago, and I ain't well 
yet. I was all mashed up inside." (Mary 
Heaton Vorse, op. cit., pp. 705-706.) 

Nor were women spared. One stated 
that she had been going to the store for 

' supper on Monday, April 22. Policemen 
· came down the street-

chasing the strikers before them like rats. 
He cut my dress and he cut me, too. They 
had been a drinkin' an' they must'a been 

· a dtinkin' to chase women and little kids 
with baynits. They chased 'em in and out 

· the relief store like dogs hun tin' rats. • • • 
An' then the policemen came up an' hit 
me between the eye with his fist. He hit 

me more'n 20 times, I reckon. 
swelled up an' black an' blue. 
706-707.) 

I was all 
(Ibid., pp. 

Regarding the mass violence of the 
18th and 22d of April, as reported above, 
Mrs. Vorse states: 

The National Textile Workers' Union had 
rented a small shack on the 'main street of 
West Gastonia, which it used as strike head
quarters. An empty store ne~r by had been 
hired as a relief depot, and to. it the strikers 
went daily to get their food supplies. This 
relief store was supported by the Workers' 
International Relief, an organization which 
collects money from labor unions for work
ers on strike. • • • On the night of 
April 18 a mob of between 150 and· 200 
masked men descended upon the headquar
ters and with axes and other instruments al
most literally chopped it down. They broke 
into the relief store, smashed the windows, 
and threw the supplies of food intended for 
women and children out into the road and 
destroyed them. The nine boys who, un
armed, were guarding the headquarters and 
store were arrested by National Guard men. 
None of the raiders were arrested. 

The militia was dismissed at the end of 
that week. A large number of extra deputies 
were then sworn in and armed with bayo
nets. On Monday, April 22, they charged the 
picket line with bayonets and blackjacks. A 
reporter was beaten unconscious. Women 
were beaten. Men and women, their cloth
ing torn, were scattered with bayonets. Large 
numbers were arrested. The events of that 
'Monday afternoon were a premeditated at
tempt to terrorize the workers from holding 
the picket line. 

This was the general state of affairs when 
I arrived. A grand jury had already · been 
called to investigate the mob outrage, which 
was very badly looked upon throughout the 
State. It failed to bring indictments or to 
throw any light on who was responsible for 
the trouble. Two of the nine guards made 
affidavits that they recognized members of 
the mill police among their assailants. 
(Ibid., pp. 701-702.) 

C9mmenting on this outrage, the 
Raleigh News and Observer of April 23, 
said editorially: 

Last week, a mob of men in the night
time, armed with their own guns, under 
masks of their own making, invaded and 
Wrecked the headquarters and relief store of 
the striking cotton-mill workers of the l!.oray 
Mills in Gaston County. 

Last night, a mob of other men in the 
nighttime, armed with guns and bayonets 
which were the property of the State, under 
cover of badges as deputy sheriffs of the 
county of Gaston, invaded a peaceable meet
ing of strikers, scattered the assembly with 
bayonets, ritle butts, and .blackjacks, and 
seriously wounded a newspaper reportez 
going about his own business. 

We might as well face the facts. The 
textile interests of North Carolina need not 
feel called upon to make common cause with 
the Loray mills in this situation . . That sit
uation was created by stupidity, hysteria, and 
prejudice heated white. That Gaston strike 
and all its complications of lawlessness on the 
part of law. Indifference to the rights of 
citizens on the part of the law, partisanship 
in an -industrial dispute on the part of the 
law ought to be isolated and treated with 
desperate treatment as a cancerous . growth 
on the industrial life of the State. 

Mrs. Vorse also states: 
A few days after this, the mill company 

began mass evictions. The 50 people evicted 
that first day lived in houses distributed 
through 'the different sections of the mill 
village. • • • The work of eviction con
tinuett relentlessly day after day. The mill 
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village became a gypsy encampment. Peo
ple set up stoves and beds in the lots. The 
dwellers of 200 homes were evicted. Over a 
thousand people must have been homeless. 
(Op. cit., pp. 707-708.) 

On May 7, the Washington (D.- C.) Post 
carried the followlng dispatch under a Gas
tonia date line: 

''Striking members of the National Textile 
Workers Union were facing a new and press
ing problem tonight as police deputies began 
carrying out eviction orders issued today · 
against 62 families formerly employed by the 
Manville Jenckes Co. 

"The deputies began their dreary task at 
2 o'clock this· afternoon. As the chill of 
nightfall crept over the town they had en
tered 13 of the mill shacks, dragging the 
bumble furnishings and cherished posses
sions out into the street. • • • 

"For two families the eviction was a grave 
matter. Dlness failed to stay the hands of 
the officers." 

Undaunted, th~ \""lOrkers set forth about 
erecting a tent colony and a new union head
quarters with the aid of the Workers' In
ternational Relief. In response to the fre
quent threats that the new headquarters 
would be destroyed as the old one had been, 
the boundaries of the colony were patroled 
at night by an armed guard. On the evening 
of June 7 police otll.cers, led biChief of Police 
Aderholt, attempted to enter the colony, 
The striker gUards demanded a search war
rant. Another policeman tried to disarm 
a guard. In the scuffie a gun went off and the 
shooting began. Each side claims the other 
fired first. In the next few days 70 per
sons were arrested. Sixteen people, includ
ing three women, were held for first-degree 
murder, and seven others were bela for con
spiracy. (Mary Marvin Verse, op. cit., pp. 
708-709.) 

At the subsequent trial, the State could not 
connect any of the defendants with the 
shooting of the chief of police. At this point 
one of the jurors conveniently went insane, 
and the case was declared a mistrial. The re
leased jurors told the press that they were 
for acquittal on the basis of the evidence 
they had heard. (Ibid., p. 709.) A second 
trial was held at which nine of the defend
ants, for the most part local people- and 
women, were dismissed. The other seven 
were found guilty of second-degree murder 
with sentences ranging from 5 to 15 years. 

During the second trial increased disor
ders occurred. A mob went to a house in 
Gastonia where union organizers lived. 

A hundred men crowded into the house 
and kidnaped Ben Wells, an· Englishman, 
and c. D. Saylor and C. M. LeU, local men. 
They were driven to a wood in a neighboring 
county where Wells was stripped and flogged. 
Two opossum hunters heard his cries. The 
night riders heard the hunters approaching 
and thought it was the Jaw and fied, leaving 
Wells unconscious, to be rescued by his 
companions. • • • 

The culmination to mob violence came on 
September 14. A truckload of union mem
bers were going to an attempted union · 
meeting. The meeting was never held, 
armed mobs turning away all union mem
bers. The truck turned back to Bessemer 
City, whence it had come, and was followed 
by a number of cars containing members of 
the mob. A car swerved in front of the 

. truck apparently to stop it. The truck 
crashed it, and the car was upset. Im
mediately rlfie fire was opened on the un
armed workers. A woman was shot through 
the chest and died instantly. She is a widow 
and leaves five young · children. (Ibid., pp. 
709-710.) 

FURTHER VIOLENCE AT MARION 

Violence and bloodshed were by no 
means limited to the strike in Gastonia. 
On July 11, 1929, employees of the 

Marion ManufaCturing Co., at Marion, 
N.C., under the leadership of the United 
Textile Workers, A. F. of L., walked out. 
The company had ·refused to grant a 
workday of 10 hours with no reduction 
in pay. A month later the employees 
of the Clinchfield Manufacturing Co., at 
Marion, struck in protest against dis
crimination against union men, and for 
a reduction of hours. The workday had 
been 12 hours and 20 minutes. Disre
garding a temporary injunction against 
picketing, the strikers finally agreed that 
old employees wishing to return to 
work could do so on condition that the 
companies imported no outside strike
breakers. Finally both plants agreed to 
rehire the strikers and tQ adopt the 55-
hour working week at the old wages, the , 
question of the hours to be voted on by 
the employees 6 months after the settle
ment. Less than a month later, the mill 
workers walked out to protest discrimi
nation against members of the union. 

A picket line was formed· around the 
Marion mills, as the day shift left their jobs, 
to apprise the night shift of the new strike. 
The sheriff rushed to the scene, and ordered 
his deputies to fire at the unarmed pickets. 
Three were killed, and 21 wounded, 2 of 
whom died later. The majority of the dead 
and wounded were shot in the back while 
fie~ing. Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 607.) 

As a result of this massacre, the sheriff, 
10 deputies, the superintendent of the 
Marion Manufacturing Co., and 3 of his 
employees were char~ed with murder. 
Thirty-two strikers were arrested-Ra
leigh News and Observer, October 4, 
1929. Four of the strike leaders were 
eventually tried and convicted of rioting 
and resisting an offi.cer. The leader of 
the Marion strike, Alfred Hoffman, who 
had figured also in Elizabethton, was 
sentenced to serve 30 days and was fined 
$1,000. The three other defendants 
were sentenced to 6 months in jail. The 
sheriff and .deputies indicted for murder 
were acquitted by the jury on the ground 
of self-defense against · the unarmed 
pickets. 

1920'5--DRIVE FOR THE OPEN SHO"P 

The decade preceding the inauguration 
of President Roosevelt and the adoption 
of a national system of labor legislation 
was marked by an almost uninterrupted 
decline in union membership. There are 
severa'l reasons accounting for this de
velopment, but one of the most impor
tant was the aggressive antilabor policy 
employed by a significant number of 
large firms in major industries. 

This policy consisted of establishing 
clear-cut barriers to unionization-of em
ployees, as well as the adoption of a va
riety of programs designed to stress the 
community of interest of employers and 
employees. In addition, important in
dustries, such as cotton textiles and 
clothing, made a conscious effort to avoid 
union organization by moving large mills 
to nonunionized areas, such as parts of 
the South. 

The decade of the 1920's, which wit
nessed this fight against labor unioniza
tion by means of "welfare" activities by 
employers, has been called the period of 
the "personnel administration offensive." 

By the end· or 1920-a network of open
shop organizations covered the country. 

In New York State alone at least 50 open
shop associations were active. In 8 Mas
sachusetts cities 18 open-shop associa
tions were active. Cohesive antiunion 
fronts were organized in New Jersey, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, Maryland, 
West ·Virginia, and Pennsylvania. Ac- · 
tivities of employer associations in the 
M.iddle West areas matched the open
shop fervor evident in the East. South
ern organizations joined as enthusiastic 
fighters The Far West-Idaho, Mon
tana, Washington, and California-all 
had active open-shop associations. 
Early in 1921, 22 State manufacturers' 
associations met in Chicago, adopted the 
name "American Plan," and mobilized 
for the battle against the closed shop
John R. Commons and Philip Taft, His
tory of Labor in the United States, 1896 
to 1932, New York, 1932, page 491 and 
following. 

Strategy was concentrated on the 
front of "ideals and sentiments." · Prop
aganda emphasized "industrial democ
racy" of the employee-representation
plan variety. 

A special report of the -senate Commit
tee on Education and Labor, submitted 
in 1939, states: 

In order to carry out its program the Na
tional Association of Manufacturers, together 
with other associations, organized in 1916 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States and the National Industrial Confer
ence Board, the latter to provide factual 
data for the association's "educational" cam
paign. • • • Whereas, before 1920 this 
propaganda campaign was conducted on the 
slogans of patriotism and freedom, after 
1920 it became what it always had been, a 
candid open-shop drive which was the spear
head for the antiunion movement then 
sweeping the country. 

In this period • • • the association's 
representatives maintained their unyielding 
attitude on social legislation, just as they had 
done prior to 1913. They continued opposi
tion to modification of the antitrust laws to 
exempt labor unions from the application of 
the law, legislation restricting the issuing of 
injunctions by Federal courts against labor 
unions in industrial disputes, regulation of 
child labor, regulation of the hours of work 
on Government contracts, the establishment 
of collective bargaining in employment rela
tions among interstate carriers, and many 
other legislative proposals designed to cor
rect some of the basic dislocations which gave 
rise to social unrest. (Digest Of R~port of 
the Committee on Education and Labor pur
suant to S. Res. 266; Labor Policies of Em
ployers' Associations, Part 3; the National 
Association of Manufacturers, U. S. Govern
ment Printing Otll.ce, Washington, 1939, pp. 
8-9.) 

Other method.s of fighting unioniza
tion were not ignored. The yellow-dog 
contract was used as an effective weapon 
in checking the organizational efforts of 
trade unions and forestalling the intro
duction of the closed shop. 

In accordance with the Hitchman 
doctrine, established by Supreme Court 
decision in the Hitchman case-for sum
mary of case see Harry Millis and Royal 
Montgomery, Organized Labor, New 
York, 1945, pages 513 and following
yellow-dog contracts were held to be en
titled to protection by injunction. The 
Court had held that a union's efforts to 
organize workers employed under oral 
contract not to join a labor union was 



5256 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:_SENATE MAY 2·0 

eqq.ivalent to . inducing breach of con
tract and that an injunction to prevent 
such action was appropriate. -

Use of the yellow-dog contract thus 
proved to be a highly effective device to 
break unions and to forestall closed-shop 
developments. 

The drive against the open shop was 
extended, beyond the scope of recogl}i
tion, into questions of trade-union wage
and-hour programs. In the fall of 1920, 
the open-shop book and job printers' as
sociations began a campaign against the 
44-hour week. In . 1921, the ~ational 
Forty-eight Hour League of Employers 
was formed by delegates from 39 States, 
representing 5,034 plants, and employing 
-150,760 printing workers. The· typo
graphical · and printing pressmen's 
unions fought this campaign to revise 
the workweek schedules, particularly 
since only a few months previous the 
Joint Confere·nce Council, which includ
ed the United Typot~1etae of America, 
the Printers League of America, and the 
International Association of Employing 
Stereotypers and Electrotypers, had 
agreed to adopt the· 44:..hour week . . In 
fact the chairman of the closed-shop di
vision of the United Typothetae admit
ted that the unions had a perfect moral 
case but nevertheless he was fighting the 
44-hour week. 

This is merely one example of the 
union-busting pattern set tiy employers 
during this period. In March 1~21 the 
Big Five meat-packing companies de
clared their intention of abrogating their 
agreement with the union. The packers 
were determined that the union~the 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher 
Workmen-had to go, and they resorted 
to a company union, coercing their em
ployees to join the new organization. 
The Amalgamated, in protest against 
several wage cuts in violation of their 
agreement, finally was forced to call a 
strike. Although the number of workers 
on strike was estimated at 45,000 in 13 
cities, and despite large picketing demon
stration:::, summoning of companies of 
National . Guard men, and injunction 
suits by packers in a number of cities, the 
companies actually denied the existence 
of a strike, and they continued opera
tions as far as possible. 

The union's resources were too meager 
for a strike of such proportions; with 
such adamant, unyielding opposition. 
The strike was finally called off in Febru
ary 1922; and the packing industry was 
back to the open shop. 

In the men's clothing industry, in 1920, 
the clothing manufacturers of greater 
New York demanded "that the Amalga
mated Clothing Workers virtually relin
quish any union control over jobs. Hos
tilities began with a lock-out of 16,000 in 
several of the larger shops, followed by a 
strike in the remainder of the industry, 
involving 65,000 workers. The union was 
willing to arbitrate, but the employers re
mained firm in their original demands. 
They also turned to attacks on the legal 
front, by filing damage suits against the 
union for the sum of $1,300,000 in addi
tion to suits for injunctions and even for 
dissolution of the union. 

The contest lasted R months before the 
employers finally accepted peace on 
union terms, which irtcluc!ed a wage cut 

not to exceed 15-percent and standards 
of productio·n under union control. 

Even the railroad brotherhoods suf
f~red from 'the· strong antiunion wave. 
In 1920 the railroads were returned to 
their private owners, and soon there
after there was a sharp reduction in rail
road personnel, plus a concerted move to 
deflate railroad wages. In addition, the 
railroad authorities were extending the 
.practice of contracting out work to out
side shops in order to escape regulations 
established by the Railroad Labor Board. 
These regulations had granted shop em
ployees a wage increase and, pending 
further consideration, had ordered no 
changes in wage or working conditions 
except . by agreement between · the car
riers and their employees. 

The contracting-of-work method 
quickly assumed menacing proportions. 
Not only was· work giver.. to outside 
shops, but through subterfuge on some 
liner. the railways' own shops became 
formed into· contract shops. Thi!) made 
possible the substitution of · piecework 
rates for authorized methods of wage re
muneration. In i92~~ the Board ruled 
that this farming-out practice was in 
violation of the Transportation Act, but 
the carriers' aswciation formally re
fused to ac·cept the Board's decision. 

In fact, the Pennsylvania Railroad 
went so far as to cnallenge the very 
right of the unions to speak for its em
ployees, and agreed to negotiate only 
with persons sele,cted as representatives 
under a company-sponsored employee 
representation plan. During the time 
which elapsed while the B:>ard investi
gated the situation and the company 
thereupon secured an injunction prohib
iting the Board from publishing its deci
sion, the company gained the opportu
nity to consolidate and extend its com
pany union. The firial result of this, 
plus further attempts to decrease wages, 
was an industry-wide strike which be
gan in July 192~ and was not finally set
tled until the following October, with 
agreement that complaints and disputes 
would be settled by a special joint com
mission. 

An open-sb'op drive occurred ~n the 
maritime industry. In January 1921 the 
International Seamen's Union and the 
Marine Engineers' Beneficial Association 
were approached by the Americafl Ship
owners' Association and the · United 
States Shipping Board with a proposal 
that a new agreement should allow a 25-
percent reduction in wages and no over-

. time pay. Negotiations dragged on, and 

. 11 days before the expiration of the old 
agreement new demands ·were made...L 
including abolition of the privilege of 
uhion representatives to enter docks or 
board vessels, and withdrawal of pref
erence to union men in hiring. 

The result was that on May 1, 1921, 
when the old agreement expired, all 
Ameridm shipping" from New York to 
Texas was tied up by a strike. ·At the 
end of the second week of the strike, 300 
pickets were under arrest in Gulf and 
Atlantic ports on charges of vagrancy. 

The strike was weakened by the ac
ceptance by the Marine Engineers' Bene
ficial Association of reductions in over
time pay. Return of the engineers made 
victory by the unions impossible. 

'. Finally, after 52 days, .the strike .was 
ended with a return to ' work without an 

. agreement. · 
The impact of this defeat dealt a dev

astating blow to the seamen's union. Its 
membership dropped 50 percent within a 
year, and by 1923 it was barely 20 percent 
of what it had been at the evening of the 
.strike. The defeat meant blacklisting 
and discrimination against union men. · 

This was generally the case in every 
union which waged an unsuccessful bat
tle against the open-shop driv-e, and 
this postwar drive to liquidate labor's 
wartime achievements appeared on the 
entire industrial front. In the highly 
organized trades, wage deflation and 
weakening union control were manage
ment's twin objectives. In poorly organ-

. iz2d industries, the attack was _mainly 
on wages and hours. · 

· Mr __ President, I have dwelt for some 
'time on this discussion of the labor
management situation after the last 
war, because there are important lessons 
which we must learn from the bitter 
experiences of that period. 

During the First World War, signifi
cant strides had been made in the field of 

· important labor legislation and in the 
over-all recognition of trade unions in 
the political and economic scene. 
Unionism was represented by Mr: Samuel 
Gompers on the advisory council of tbe 
Council of National Defense. The Presi-

. dent's Medi,ation Commission, estab
lished in 1917, also included -a labor rep
resentative. That · board was charged. 
with the responsibility of settling labor
management controversies in industries 
essential to the war effort, and thus it 
had to establish certain standards and 
to develop basic labor-relations policies. 
Underlying those principles was recog
nition by the board of the right of work
ers to bargain collectively through repre-

-sentatives of their own choosing, and 
recognition that workers were not to be 
discharged for trade-union membership, 
nor were they in any way to be subject 
to discrimination because of such mem
bership. Union · rates were to be paid 
where they had been customary in the 
past, and the living-wage principle was 
to be made applicable to all workers. 

In the period immediately following the 
war, however, withdrawal of Govern
ment protection of labor's right to or-

. ganize, management's disposition to re
assert its prewar prerogatives, the lag of 
money wage-rates behind the rising cost 
of living, and the tendency of employers 
tb withdraw the recognition accorded 
unions during the war, served to accen
tuate industrial unrest. 

_ A National Industrial Conference, at
. tended by public, labor, and management 
representatives, convened at the invita
tion of President Wilson in 1919 to plan 
labor-relations programs in the postwar 
era. The conference failed, owing to in
ability of the delegates to agree that col
lective bargaining should mean bargain
ing between employer and union repre
sentatives indipendent of any employer 
influence and control. Labor's repre
sentatives had insisted upon recognition 
of the right of workers to be represented 
by delegates of their own choosing; em-

. player representatives insisted that no 
employer should be obligated to meet for 
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purposes of collective bargaining with 
other than his own employees, and that 
collective bargaining be so defined as to 
include negotiations with shop commit
tees and employee-representation organi
zations as an alternative to trade unions. 

One of the crucial points which are 
clearly highlighted by this review is that 
the policy of the Government toward 
labor organization exerts a profound 
effect on the status of industrial relations. 
Following a period of relative quiescence 
in labor-management relationships, in a 
period· calling for drastic changes in our 
living pattern-we call it reconversion
serious disagreement, even some strife, 
is inevitable. But there are clear indica
tions that during the twenties labor-man
agement disputes were seriously p.ggra
vated by the sharp chang.e in the Gov
ernment's labor policies. Its "hands off" 
attitude on such basic issues as labor's 
right to organize and bargain collec
tively-at a time when some clear-cut 
statement guaranteeing those economic 
rights to workers was needed-contrib
uted to a relatively chaotic condition in 
the area of labor relations. 

The long-run economic and social loss 
suffered in this country by allowing the 
antiunion open-shop drive to run ram
pant is immeasurable. Who knows what 
effect a labor policy such as is now em
bodied in the National Labor Relations 
Act might have had on the ·economic 
history of the United States? 

An important point to .be remembered 
is that we must not permit any repetition 
of the tragic developments of the twen
ties by allowing the emasculation 'of any 
part of the NLRA or by approving any 
antilabor legislation which would in ef
fect turn back the clock of our labor
relations history. 

COMPANY UNIONS 

In this discussion I have referred to 
the establishment by employers of com
pany unions which were organized as a 
tool with which to fight bona fide trade
unions. Let us examine the organization 
of these so-called unions, and their full 
implication in terms of the development 
of trade-union movement. 

A company union is an organization 
confined to workers of a particular com
pany or plant, which has for its appar
·ent purpose the consideration of condi
tions of emplo~rment. 

When this method of handling labor mat
ters was carried on by informal committees, 
the whole arrangement was commonly re
ferred to as an employee-representation 
plan • • • however, in cases where more 
formal procedure was developed, such as 
written constitutions, elections, membership 
meetings • • • and dues. 

The term "union" might more appro
priately be applied. 

In 1935 the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
of the United States Department of La
bor made a study of 126 company unions 
in order to determine how effective they 
were as agencies representing interests 
of the workers, how self-supporting and 
free from employer domination they 
were, and to evaluate their general effec
tiveness in collective-bargaining proce
dures. 

I quote from a Bureau of Labor Statis
tics report based on this study: 

Examination of a representative group 
of 126 company unions indicates that their 
establishment was frequently due to the 
pressure of trade-union activity, either in 
the form of organization drives or strikes in 
the trade or vicinity. 

At the time of this study the great ma
jority of company unions had been set 
up entirely by management. The man
agement usually conceived the idea, de
veloped the plan, and ~nitiated the or
ganization. In a number of cases one 
or more employees played a part in ini
tiating the company union, but in some 
of these employee initiative was more ap
parent than real. In others, the com
pany accepted an employee's suggestion 
for such an agency, and th-en created the 
organization, but company unions were 
almost never established without some 
assistance from management. 

Frequently, management applied vary
ing degrees of pressure, inCluding in some 
cases discharge of trade:-union members 
and threats to close down the plant un
less the company union was established. 

I continue reading: 
The existence of a company union was 

almost never the result of a choice by the 
employees in a secret election in which both 
a trade union and a company union appeared 
on the ballot. In one-third of the plans 
studied by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
the employees were offered a chance to vote 
in a secret election in which expression o! 
opinion was limited to a vote for or against 
the company union. In some of these case15 
the company union was formed even when 
the vote was in t.b.e negative. In another 
third the company unions were installed 
Without any expression of choice by the 
workers, while in about an equal number of 
cases their choice was registered by signature 
to a membership roll or petition or by open 
vote at a public meeting. 

All but a few of the company-union con
stitutions either specifically or by implica
tion made the management a party to the 
functioning of the employees' organization. 
The management could veto amendments to 
the company-union constitution in a sub
stantial number of instances and could even 
abolish the company union in a few cases. 

Most of the company unions studied relied 
entirely upon the ma~agement for their 
finances. Many others received more or less 
important financial assistance from the em
ployer. Such financial dependence generally 
meant that proposed expenditures by the 
company union had to be . approved by the 
management. Less than 10 percent of all the 
company unions appeared to be financially 
self-supporting. The rate of dues was in 
most cases considerably below trade-union 
levels, and few of the company unions had 
substantial treasuries. 

Just as the company union was confined to 
employees of the company, so its officers and 
representatives almost invariably had to be 
employees. A few of the company unions 
had full-time salaried officials. Some of 
these were paid by the company, and all were 
former employees of the company. 

A majority of the company unions required 
that the employee representative must per
sonally attempt to adjust a grievance before 
it could be taken up by the more formal com
pany-union machinery. The effect of such 
an arrangement was to relate the prosecution 
of 'grievance cases to the energy and courage 
of an employee who must face his superiors 
without the backing of an organization free 
t.rom the employer's control. 

In view of the emphasis placed upon the 
company union as an agency for adjusting 
individual grievances, it is significant that 
one-third of the company unions handled no 
such matters. According to persons inter
viewed regarding company unions which did 
take up individual grie~ances, approximately 
one-third of this group did so effectively, 
another third with limited effectiveness, and 
the remainder ineffectively. 

Company unions were less effective in han
dling general questions · of wages and hours 
than in handling other matters. In nearly 
half of the cases no general wage increases 
were requested or negotiated by the compa,ny 
union between January 1933 and July 1935. 
This does not mean that there were no wage 
increases in these plants. Since it was a 
period of rising prices and business improve
ment, some of these companies gave increases 
but the company unions played no part in 
securing these increases. 

Such wage adjustments as did take place, 
following requests by company unions, were 
in most cases ~ot a result of any process 
which might be termed negotiation or col
lective bargaining. In some instances, it ap-

. peared that the wage increase which man
agement had decided to make was announced 
through the company union in order to in
crease the prestige of the company union. 
Many requests for increases were refused by 
the management Without any negotiation, 
and with a simple statement that conditions 
did not warrant any increase or that wages 
were above those in other plants. 

In negotiations concerning wages and 
hours of work, company unions were handi
capped by a number of factors. Important 
among these was their lack of knowledge of 
the financial condition of the company and 
of comparative wage scales in the industry. 
They lacked, in practically all cases, any 
regular contacts with company unions out
side their own plants. Most of them had to 
rely entirely upon the statement of the situa
tion as presented by the management. Prac
tically none of the company unions had hired 
outside experts for a~sistance in negotiations 
with the management. Most of the organi
zations were not considered as having the 
right to hire such assistance, while few of 
those which had the right possessed the nec-
essary funds. · 

More fundamental was the company 
union's inability to bring any pressure upon 
the employer. In most cases aggressiveness 
could take the form only of reiterated re
quests for consideration of the petition of 
the company union. Practically all of the 
organizations specifically or by inference dis
avowed the use of the strike and only a 
negligible number had funds suthcient to 
carry on a strike for any iength of time. 

Most important of all, perhaps, the com
pany unions were hampered by their inabil
ity to influence wage conditions in more 
than one plant. Although prevailing wages . 
were specifically recognized as a determinant 
in wage negotiations in many cases, the com
pany unions .had no machinery for affecting 
conditions in competing plants. 

Company unions generally lacked adequate 
means for ascertaining. the wishes and prob
lems of the employees. Two-thirds had no· 
provision for regular meetings of employees; 
some of the others met only once a year. 
General membership meetings are vital to 
any organization which seeks to keep in 
intimate touch with the desires and aims 
of its members. Where regular and frequent 
employee meetings were not held, no chance 
was given to employees as a body to discuss 
general problems and policies which were ot 
interest to them. Furthermore, except in 
those few cases in which employee represent
atives were allowed time off to see their 
constituents, employees had no regular ma
chinery for conveying their individual views 
and interests to their representative. 
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The company unions studied evinced little 
interest in matters of social or labor legisla
tion and were even less active in presenting 
the views of employees on such matters. 
There was little discussion in their meetings 
regarding matters of labor legislation or na
tional policy affecting their interests. When 
such matters were discussed, the company
union spokesmen were likely to present in
formation and statements which had been 
given them by the management. 

In the summary this report evaluates 
the company unions studied as follows: 

At one extreme were a large number of 
company unions-more than half-which 
performed none of the functions usually 
embraced under the term "collective bar
gaining." Some of these were merely agen
cies for discussion. Others had become es
sentially paper organizations after their 
primary function, the defeat of a trade-union; 
was performed. About one-tenth of the 
company unions studied, although claiming 
broader functions, were in reality concerned 
only with benefit and welfare matters. 
While their activities along these lines may 
be important, it is misleading to represent 
them as agencies for collective bargaining. 
It doe~'? not necessarily follow that this type 
of organization violated the wishes of the 
majority of the employees concerned; it 
is possible that the employees may have been 
averse or at least indi!ferent to any other 
kind of organizatior .. 

Another group of company unions, about 
one-third, were ·undertaking only a few of 
the activities in which trade-unions nor
mally engage. These company unions con
cerned themselves with individual grievances 
and certain matters relating to working con-

- ditions; but broad questions of wages and 
hours, if they were discussed at all, had not 
been submitted to a process of negotiation 
~nd bargaining. Where these company 
1,1nions had been successful in the limited 
area of grievance adjustment, a liberal, in
telligent attitude on the part of the manage
ment had been an important factor. With 
careful cooperation by the management 
about half of the company unions in this 
group had become effective avenues for the 
adjustment of individual grievances. 

The degree of isolation in practice was 
even greater than that inherent in the struc
ture of a union limited to the employees of 
a single company. Thus, few inte-'rested 
themselves in any proposed legislation or 
governmental action affecting workers. They 
did not hire persons outside the plant to 
assist in negotiations with their employers. 
Neither did they seek arbitration by im
partial outsiders of requests refused by the 
employer. So rarely was strike action even 
considered that the threat of withholding 
their labor played virtually no part in ne
gotiations with their employers. Finally, the 
most vigorous of these organizations had 
no means for marshaling the support of 
large bodies of workers to influence the terms 
of the labor . contract beyond the confines of 
a single company. 

Viewed broadly,., company unions, 
which are generally viewed as being 
"tainted" independent unions, have been 
a product of the open-shop struggle, re
action by business to Government laws, 
and the so-called welfare capitalism. 

One of the earliest employee repre
sentation plans in the United States was 
introduced in the Filene Store in Boston 
in 1898 as the Fllene Cooperation Asso
ciation. By 1926 according to a study 
of the National Industrial Conference 
Board, there were 432 comp~nies with 
913 plans, the plans covering 1,369,078 
workers.· From 1919 to 1932 "member
ship" in company unions, according to 

this report, had increased 213 percent, 
while during the same period per capita 
taxpaying membership in AFL trade 
unions had decreased 22 percent. In 
other words, while in 1919 coverage of 
company unions was approximately one
tenth as large as the trade-union mem
bership, in 1932 it was fou\-tenths as 
large. 

In September 1920 the United States 
Chamber of Commerce published the re
sults of a referendum vote of its mem
bers, showing that a large majority of 
them endorsed open-shop dealings with 
shop committees. We have · seen evi
dence of the results of this pro-open
shop sentiment in the review of the anti
trade union drive during the decade of 
the 20'.s. 

During the period of the early thirties, 
marked by the great depression and the 
comparatively ineffective and discour
aged trade union movement, the com
pany union movement, despite a relative 
decline, continued to hold its own in such 
important industries as oil refining, elec
trical manufacture, public utilities, tele
graph and telephone, meat packing, 
farm machinery, and some branches of 
the metal trade. More than · ever, they 
found their place in plants operated by 
very large companies. For · example, 
plants employing 1,000 or more workers 
accounted for almost 98 percent of em
ployees covered . by company union 
plants, according to the National Indus
trial Conference Board report mentioned 
above. 

In 1935 the National Labor Relations 
Act was passed, making-it an unfair labor 
practice for an employer "to dominate or 
interfere with the formation or adminis
tration of any labor organization (in
cluding company unions)." The Board 
has established a set of standards in ac
cordance with which it determines 
whether or not an employer is guilty of 
domination or interference with a labor 
organization, that is, whether or not such 
organization is a company union. From 
1935 to 1943 charges alleging unfair prac
tices by employers regarding company. 
unionism constituted 15 percent of total 
charges of unfair labor practices 'received 
by the Board, although the Bo~d found 
violations in only about one-third of the 
cases in which charges had been filed. 

Since the favorable Supreme Court de
cisions of April 1937 regarding the NLRA 
as interpreted and applied by the Board, 
there has been -a marked change in the 
extent of company unionism. Dissolu
tion orders have been carried out in a. 
significant number of cases, and, in many 
other cases, old company unions have. 
been reorganized as bona fide independ-· 
ent labor organizations. 

In 1936 Mr. David Saposs summarized 
the effect of the NLRA on company 
unionism as follows: 

A combination of factors since the advent 
of the New Deal is responsible for a tend
ency to readapt company unions. The new 
legislation, guaranteeing th~ right of workers 
to self-organized, self-directed, and self
financed labor organizations for the purpose 
of collective bargaining, is materially affect
ing the nature and character of employee 
representation plans. The ruling by most 
of -the labor boards intrusted with the en
forcement of this legislation that labor or-

· ganization is the sole concern of'the workers 
has been an additional stimulus to the re
adaptation of company unions. The simul
taneous assertiveness of the trade movement, 
with its spread of union activity to impor
tant industries in which it had been pre
viously quiescent, and the general public 
sentiment that workers should have a right 
to organize for collective bargaining hav~ 
accentuated this tendency. (Saposs, David J., 
"Organizational and Procedural Changes in 
Employee Representation Plans, Journal of 
Political Economy, vol. 44, 1936, pp. 803ff.) 

STRIKEBREAKING 

Further study of antiunion practices 
serves to emphasize the importance of 
sound labor legislation which prohibits 
flagrant attempts to destroy trade
unionism-and to emphasize the danger 
of an ilabor legislation which would 
weaken the strength and bargaining po
sition which has been attained by organ
ized labor. 

A review of violent strikebreaking 
practices by employers during. periods of 
trade-union organization presents a 
bloody picture of the history of industrial 
relations developments in this country. 

Probably the best summary account of 
antiunion pra~ctices, particularly since 
1933, is found in the now famous hear
ings and reports of the Senate Commit
tee on Education and Labor, which in
vestigated "violations of the rights of 
free speeqh and assembly and undue in
terference with the right of labor to or
ganize and bargain collectively." The 
Senate investigation revealed the shock
ing facts of how labor spies and pseudo 
police agencies had been loosed upon 
labor. The revitalization of the labor 
movement which began to occur in 1933 
brought prosperity to the labor-detective 
agency, the strikebreaker, and the pur
veyor of gas a·nd machine guns to indus
try. · 
. The following excerpts from hearings 

and reports of the committee tell in 
simple, direct fashion the dramatic and 
terrible story of antilabor practices ·em
ployed against union members in an at
tempt to break organization attempts, 
destroy unions, and terrorize employees 
who evidenced sympathy with labor-un
ion activit1es. 

Mr. President, the following excerpts 
a.re from hearings and reports of the 
Senate Committee on Education and 
Labor: · 

The committee has learned that there has 
existed an established business of supplying 
weapons especially adapted for use in in
dustrial disputes. The weapons furnished for 
such use were principally the various forms of 
tear and sickening gases, with equipment 
such as grenades, shells, and guns for dis
charging them. Submachine g~ns are also 
supplied for such use, thpugh to a lesser ex
tent. Because such weapons are designed 
and adapted for use by public authority in 
.the exercise of police power in conditions of 
civil disorder, their purchase and possession 
by private employers raises1 problems of far
reaching significance. The committee found 
that gas weapons are widely purchased by 
employers and frequently used by them in 
industrial disputes, and that submachlne 
guns have, to a lesser exter,tt, been .so pur
c;:hased and so used. 

A study of the purchase of such weapons 
by employers reyealed that both maGhine 
and submachine guns and gas weapons are 
bought most frequently either in anticipation 
of, or during, labor disputes. A study of 
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the records of selected employers, concern
ing · the purchase of revolvers, rifles, and 
shotguns, indicates that purchases of s~ch 
weapons in quantities above · the necessary 
minimum required to equi}: plant watch
men and to guard valuables, was inspired by 
the fear of strikes, or labor disputes. 

The committee's investigation disclosed 
not only that industrial munitions were pur
chased by employers at critical periods in the 
course of their relations with their em
ployees, but also that such purchases bore 
marked correlation to the labor policies of 
such employers. Almost invariably those em
ployers who have assumed an attitude of hos
tility to bargaining with so-called outside 
unions have been discovered to be larg
est purchasers of industrial munitions. 
Conversely, the establishment of cordial re
lations based on the principles of collective 
bargaining seems to appease the appetite for 
arms, and termfnate the purchases of such 
weapons. 

A large proportion of the strikes suffered 
by such employers involved the issue of 
recognition. In many cases such employers 
resorted to labor espionage, or employed 
strikebreaking agencies to use the weapons 
they had acquired. . 

Resort to arms by workmen ts a rare occur
rence, whereas the pra~tice of inqustrial 
munitioning on the part of employers is 
widespread and cbmmonplace. 

The fact that munitions companies, in 
their sales efforts, lay consistent 'and pri
mary emphasis on employers and corpora
tions, both as purchasers of munitions them
selves, and as influential in inducing law
enforcement agencies to make purchases, is 
indicative of the purpose and character of 
industrial munitions. 

The munitions companies do not sell to 
labor organization. While sales to employ
ers comprise roughly more than one-half of 
the total business of these munitions firms, 
there is no record, that the committee has 
been able to discover in its whole compre
hensive investigation, that any of these com
panies sold any gas or gas equipment to any , 
labor organization or the members thereof. 
John W. Young, president of Federal Labora
tories, IL.c., testified before the Special Sen
ate Com~ittee Investigating the Munitions 
Industry that he had not made any sales to 
labor organizations and, furthermore, that 
he had never been requested to do -so. The 
Lake Erie Chemical Co. followed the same 
policy. 

In describing the kinds of munitions 
used in industrial disputes, the commit
tee reported: 

The firearms include pistols and revolvers 
of all calibers from .22 target pistols to heavy 
police and Army-type service revolvers, rifles, 
shotguns, machine, and submachine guns. 
Among the rifles are stands of Springfield 
Army models as well as variet~es of carbines 
and arms of lighter calibers. The shotguns 
are of automatic, pump, repeating, and sin
gle-action type, both long barreled and 
sawed off. Most deadly of, the arms found in 
the possession of employers are machine 
guns, machine rifles, and submachine guns. 
A hint of the warlike, as distinguished from 
policing, character of some of industry's 
arms is given in the inventory of one com
pany which included 5 tripods and 2 gun 
carriages for its 8 Army-type machine guns. 
Large quantities of amr_unition were found 
on hand for all t)lese weapons. 

The c::>mmittee found .evidence of Innum
erable kinds of clubs which were purchased, 

· manufactured, or stored as part of industry's 
arsenals. Baseball bats, ax handles, "corona
tion sticks," blackjacks, ·billies, metal pipes, 
steel bars-all appear in the record. In some 
cases these· were manufactured in plants 
immediately prior to or during strikes. Dur
in.; one strike the company guards were 

armed with pieces of steel reinforcing mate
rial with taped handles. During another 
strike, great ingenuity was used by em
ployees in the plant in constructing weapons 
with which pickets were bombarded from 
the plant. Compressed-air guns, used to 
operate chipping hammers for the ·chipping 
o~ steel billets, were rigged up to shoot ~;;lugs 
of steel with great force at the picket posts 
near the plant gates. 

The improvisation of weapons was on one 
occasion carried to the extreme, according 
to the testimony of a professional strike
breaker, of stringing high-tension electric 
wires around a plant and arranging hoses for 
turning live steam upon strike pickets. 

In its investigation of the correlation 
between the purchase of gas and the 
labor-relations situation in plants of the 
purchasers, the committee found: 

Out of $490,598.93 worth of gas purchased 
by the 80 largest private purchasers of gas 
between January 19'33 and June 1937, $401,-
127.75 worth was bought during strikes or 
when strikes were threatened in .the plants 
of the respective purchasers. Thus, over 80 
percent of thE'se purchases were made dur
ing or in anticipation of labor trouble. 
Even more striking is the conclusion that 
can be drawn from the tabulation of the 
causes of the disputes before or during which 
the gas was purchased. The demand for 
union recognition recurs constantly, either 
alone or in conjunction with other issues, 
such as wages and hours. In all, $364,507.14 
worth of gas was purchased before or during 
strikes or strike threats in which union rec
ognition was the exclusive or contributing 
factor. In other words, the largest purchas
ers of tear gas. have bought more gas when 
confronted by demands for recognition than 
under any other circumstances. 

The report continues: 
The Little Steel strike of 1937 provided 

the largest demand for gas munitions ever 
created in the United States. In prepara
tion for and during the strike the Republic 
Steel Corp. purchased $53,804.97 worth of 
tear and sickening gas and gas equipment; 
the Bethlehem Steel Corp. purchased $32,-
735.64 worth; and the Youngstown Sheet & 
Tube Co., $16,513.50. The total for these 
three companies during the months of May 
and June 1937 is $103,054.11. Additional 
purchases of other types of arms were made 
by Republic Steel Corp. and Inland Steel Co. 
dUring this strike and Republic purchased 
240 assorted baseball bats and hickory a:Q.d 

, oak clubs at its Monroe, Mich., works. In
land Steel Co., of Indiana Harbor, Ind., pur
chased $518 worth of rifles from the American 
Munitions Co., of Chicago, Ill., on May 26, 
1937, the first day of the strike. 

In the Republic Steel strike in Canton, 
Ohio, in 1935, the munitions used and the 
purpose we~e described by one of the 
guards using them-a Republic police
man. I quote verbatim from the testi· 
many presented: 

Senator LA FoLLETl'E. What did you do in 
the Berger strike, if anything? What were 
your duties? · 

Mr. MooRE. Our bunch broke · the picket 
line. 

Senator LA FoLLETTE. How did they break 
the picket line? 

Mr. MooRE. With gas bombs and gas guns 
and clubs. 

Senator LA FoLLETTE. How did they go 
about doing that? 

Mr. MooRE. They rode us up in an armored 
truck and drove us out in the street about 
two blocks, and we unloaded and came back 
after them. 

• .!. 

Senator LA FoLLETrE. What did you do, if 
anything, so far as the pickets were con
cerned? 

Mr. MooRE. Well, as soon as we got out of 
the automobile we started to open up with 
these guns-gas guns, long-range guns-and 
threw gas bombs and used revolvers, gas guns, 
short revolver gas guns, and steel pipe. . . . . 

Senator LA FOLLETTE. Was there any com
ment made by anybody connected with the 
officials on the activity of these 40 guards 
who went out with you in this armored 
truck? 

Mr. MooRE. Chief Williams. 
.S:mator LA FoLLETTE. What did he say? 
Mr. MooRE. Good job. 

In further consideration of anti-labor 
tactics employed by employers, the Sen
ate committee reported: 

Private police systems are created to meet 
the economic needs and desires of private in
terests. They are paid from private funds 
and act as the agents and servitors of their 
employers, who cccppy their positions by 
virtue of their ownership of property or as 
appointed agents of stockholders or owners. 
There is no final accountability and cor
rective for antisocial actions of private police 
except criminal proceedings in the courts or 
statutory limitations on their activities. 
Private pol!.ce systems, therefore .. cannot be 
viewed as agencies of law and order. 

Wheri the armed forces of the employer are 
injected into the delicate relations of labor 
and management, the consequences seriously 
threaten the civil rights of citizens and the 
peace and safety of whole communities. Pri
vate police systems, whenever used as an 
instrument of labor-relations policy, consti
tute a menace to public peace, whether they 
are invested with the police power of the 
State as deputies, whether they oparate in a 
company town, or whether they act as agents 
of large corporations in duly incorporated, 
self-governing communities. . 

The use of private police systems to in
fringe upon tlle civil liberties of workers has 
a long and often bloodstained history. The 
methods used by private armed guards have 
been violent. The . purposes have usually 
been to prevent the exercise of civil rights 
in thP. self-organization of employees into 
unions or to break strikes called either to 
enforce collective bargaining or to obtain 
better working conditions for union mem
bers. 

In the past, company-owned and controlled 
towns, implemented by systems of company
paid armed guards, have created conditions 
a-pproximating industrial peonage. Govern
mental bodies, from time to time, have in
vestigated such situations and have con
demned unsparingly, not only the economic 
coercion exercised by employers in such 
towns but also the more direct physical co
ercion effected under such conditions by the 
police forces of employers. Early investiga
tions reveal that the private company police 
system is a traditional element in the pattern 
of employer domination in the company 
town. 

The United States Coal Commission, 
created by an act of Congress approved 
September 22, 1922, investigated conditions 
in the coal industry. Its report submitted in 
1925 . shows abuses of police power and the 
suppression of civil liberties: 

·In Logan County the sheriff has nine regu
lar deputies and many others who . are sta
tioned at the mines. Many of these are 
stable bosses, paymasters, and office guards, 
sanitary omcers, etc. One of their special 
duties is to keep a sharp lookout for union 
organizers, and to devise ways and means to 
discourage them from remaining longer than 
the next train. The steep. mountainsides 
converge at the bank~ ot the Guyan River 
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and a railroad bed has been cu.t out of the 
side of the mountain. · There is here and 
there an impassable road, but, generally 
speaking, all the ground except the bed of the 
creek is privately owned, and a union organ
izer can scarcely move off the station grounds 
without becoming, technically, .at least, a 
trespasser. Once his business is discovered, 
it is the duty of the deputy sheriffs to pre
vent his activity by ejecting him from pri
vately owned property. Actually, without the 
consent of the operators, a union organizer 
can do little more than ride on a train and 
look out of .the . wtndows. The operators' 
associations do not deny that it is their deter
mination to keep out organizers, or "agita
tors," as they call them. They assert that 
their right to exclude objectionable persons 
from their mine property is .as clear as the 
right of a manufacturer in Chicago or a home 
owner in Washington to exclude undesirable 
peJ,'sons from their premises. Whatever may 
be the legal phase, it is ~ndoubtedly a fact 
that under present conditions Logan County, 
as well as Mingo and McDowell Counties, W. 
va., is now closed to representatives of the 

. miners' union, . especially if they engage in 
Ul,lion activities." · 

The Senate committee reports indicate 
that strike ·services provided by private 
detective agencies apparently have bee.n ' 

. very profitable. The Burns agency, for 
example, sent a letter to its office man
agers in 1933 which read in part as 
follows: 

A great many strikes are taking place · and 
many more· are contemplated, and in addition 
to underco\;er work there is a great field for 
furnishing gum"ds to those organizations 

: which . are · having labor disturbances. This 
work is very profitable inasmuch as it does 
not entail . any substantial overhead ex
pense. 

The Bergo:ff Industrial Service, Inc., 
of New York advertised a "propaganda 
department" . to prevent strikes, com
posed of men of "unusual persuasive 

. powers." The list of references included 
a number of important corporations all 
over the United States. 

I read: 
The Saile Pierson Detective Service of 

Philadelphia, Pa., advertised ]?oth guards and 
strikebreakers. Its list of wares is· imposing. 

Strike prevention department: This depart
ment is composed of men possessing natural 
leadership qualifications. Men of int!llli

. gence, courage, and great persuasive powers, 
to counteract the evil influence of strike agi
tators and the radical .element. 

Undercover department: Our undercover 
department i.s composed of carefully selected 
male and female mechanics and workpeople. 
They furnish accurate information of the 
movements and contemplated actions of their 

. fellow employee~; "Forewarned is forearmed." 
Open-shop labor department: This depart

ment is composed of an organization equipped 
to supply all classes of competent mechanics 
and workpeople to keep the wheels of in
dustry moving during a strike. · 

Protection department: ·This department is 
composed of big, disciplined men with mili
tary or police experience, for · the protection 
of life and property. · 

, Invest_igation department: Our investiga
tion department is interna,ti<;mal in scope and 
embraces all branches. The personnel is com
posed of male and female operatives of the 
highest caliber. 

In 1937 the S~nato~ from :Wisconsin 
[Mr. LA FOLLETTE], in a preljminary re
port of the ·committee, s_t~ted; 

When the employer's hostility. (to . trade
unions) is forced into the. open the detec
tive age~cy • ~ • furnishes .guards, . os-

tensibly for plant. protection, but . actually 
for breaking strikes or provoking disorder. 

· • • • Drawn from the underworld, a 
. large number of these men have criminal 
records. • • • Creating violence once 
they have arrived on the scene is a corollary 
of their employment. • • • 

· The employe~s and .(detectPve) agencies 
have two separate interests vested in violence. 

· The agency's interest In violence and, by the 
same token, that of tha strikebreakers, is that 

' it will prolong and embitter the fight so that 
· a stronger guard will be called out and more 

money · expended through the agency. The 
employer's interest in violence is that it 
shall, by being attributed to the workers, 
bring discredit to them, thus alienating pub-

. lie sympathy for their cause. 

' The use of strikebreakers has been a 
familiar practice among antilabor em-
ployers. . 

In.1892 both the House of Representa
tives and the Senate authorized an in

. vestigation of the use of imported armed 
guards by the Carnegie Steel Co. during 
the strike of the members of the Amal

- gamated Association of Iron, Steel, and 
. Tin Worker.s at its plants in· Homestead, 

Pa. The investigating committee dis-
covered that: 

H. C. Frick, manager of the Carnegie Steel 
· Co., .tiad engaged 300 Pinkerton guards, who 

entrained in Chicago, New York City, and 
Philadelphl~. proceeded to Pittsburgh, where 
they were armed with Winchesters, loaded 
onto a barge, and sent to Homestead. Their 
attempts to land provoked a bloody struggle 
with the strikers, which shocked the entire 
country. · The committee found · ~hat the 
Pinkertons--as private citizens acting under 
the direction of such of their own men as 
were In command • ' • fired upon the 
people of Homestead, killing .and w<;>un!ling 
a num~er. , , 

The Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor report'ed: 

The use of the strike guard has been justi
fied on the basis of the necessity of providing 
adequate police protection for the strike
breakers or the plant property. Tb,e .inves
tigations and reports, however, reveal that 
'the presencE:! of the guards, far from provid
Ing order or f)rotection, usually resulted in 
disorder and violence. The record plies up 
incident after incident of unwonted aggres
sion and brutality on tbe part of these men, 
so that their role appears to be the deliberate 
exercise of Intimidation and terror . 

For example, in the copper miners' strike 
· In the Michigan Peninsula in 1913 the Wad
. dell-Mahan Corp. supplied 112 guards who, 
· in company with 150 guards sent by the 

Ascher Detective Agency, of- New York City, 
took over the functions of law-enforcement 
officers. The guards of bot:1. these agencies 
~were involved in violence and shootings, cul
. minating in ' an unwarranted attack on a 

miners' boarding house. The Waddell men 
. emptied their revolvers into the house, which 

contained men, women, ·and children, rid- , 
dling it with bullet~ . .wou~ding four men who 
were at dinner and killing two others. 

Brazenly, the Waddell-Mahan Corp. ad
vertised Its services in this strike as proof 

. of its effectiveness ·in the breaking of strikes. 
One of its brochures, distributed to employ

:·ers in 1913; reads, in ·part, as foUows: 
"As an evidence of our ability as strike-

. breakers; we ir.vite your ·attention to the 
labor difficulties now ensuing along the cop
per range of the Upper Peninsula of Michigan 
between the Calumet & Hecla Copper Co., the 

. Co~mo~wealtl} Cqpper Co., the Quincy Cop
: per Co. et al., ·and the Western Federation 
· of Miners. '• : * · • We. ask you to watch 
: the progress of the present strike; because we 

know it will be a triumph for law and order, 
a tnumph for the mlhe owners, and wm fur-

nish still another evidence . Of -the success 
we have always met with in breaking strikes. 
We ask you to judge us by results." 

The report continues with the follow
ing account of activities of an employers' 
association: 

The National Metal Trades Association, 
. with a membership of 952 manufacturers of 
. metal trades products with .plants located in 

Northern States east of the Mississippi was 
examined by the committee. Companies 
having union agreements were not admitted 

. to membership in this association. The by
- laws provided that -in case of disagreement 
. with his employees, the member must com
. municate, with the association. Upo,n ap-

proval b.y the governing body of the associa
tion, it, the association, assumed complete 
control and direction of the strike situation. 

The resources of the whole association 
could be thrown into the strike. It stood 
ready to assi'st fn procuring workers tO ' re-

. place . the strikers ·to the extent of seven
tenths of the number of striking employees . 
The association paid the cost of recruiting 
and transporting the strikebreakers as well 
as the cost of housing and feeding them in 
the plant; if that were necessary. · Their 
wages were to be paid by the employer, but 
the association apparently paid bonuses or 
ex.tra compensation. · The associatiqn also 
recruited, transported, and supervised guards 
in such numbers as it deemed necessary, 

· paying all their expenses and wages. It main
tained a card file of available guards. Strike
breakers were . r.ecrui ted through the branch 

· offices of the association. · 
The strikebreaking expenses of the associa

tion were paid out of its defense fund, estab
- lished· to defray Its. undercover and strike

:oreaking work and the salaries of · its offi
, cials engaged on such work. This fund was 

susta ned by dues from members, assessed 
· on the basis of the number of metal-working 
· employees hired by each member. At the end 
· of 1936 this fund contained a surplus of $214,-

028.53. 

Study of a strike in the rubber industry 
. revealed the following situation: 

The Ohio Rubber Co., of Willoughby, Ohio, 
· joined the Associated Industries ·of Cleveland 
on August 11, 1933. A strike of Its employees 

· occurring in February of 1935, which was 
marked by violence and intense bitterness. 
was the culmination of a labor-relations 

· policy based upon 'a refusal either to enter 
into a written agreement with the union of 

. its employees or to · recognize that union as 
exclusive bargaining agent for its employees. 

As soon as the strike began the company 
secured 10 additional strike guards from the 
Associated Industries of Cleveland, making a 
total of 15, in addition to the regular plant 
police. In addition the company applied 
to· the sheriff and county prosecutor for 

· guards. Fifty men were·hired by the county 
and city from the McGrath Detective Agency 
in Cleveland. All these hired guards, as well 
as 31 citizens of Willoughby. were deputized, 

. thus providing a force of 133 men .. 
Tear gas and gas ·equipment purchased from 

the Lake Erie Chemical ·co. constituted the 
principal armament of the guards. A eom
plete arsenal of jumper-rep·eater tear-gas 

< candles, three long-range field guns, and a 
· large·supply of shells was shipped to the Ohio 
; Rubber Co. on February 19 and 21. The total 
. cost of this armament (including sales tfo.X) 
. was $2,473.02. In addition, the company had 
the use of a demons'tration . long-range gun 
loaned by a Lake Erie salesman, and of a re
peating gas gun purchased from the Manville 
Manufacturing Corp. On ·February 25· addi-

- tional gas supvlies were secured which cost 
the company $867.67. The gas equipment of 

· the guards-·supplied · by the ·county was also · 
. secured from the Lake Erie Chemical Co. 

The strike was only ·partially effective. 
. Picket lin~s )Vere established shol'tly after 
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the strike was declared. · Detailed instruc
tions were given to the pickets to "conduct 
themselves in an orderly manner, but to be 
able to protect themselves in the event that 
guards came out of the plant and attacked 
them." · 

Vwlence characterized the strike, however, 
from its beginning. The company had 
createrl ·an explosive situation. The course 
of its activities preceding. the strike can 
justly be construed as incendiary. 

One of the worst strikebrealdng cases 
on record was that of the Remington 
Rand Corp., where the famous Mohawk 
Valley formula was introduced. In es
sence the scheme of the formula in
volved: 

Conducting of a strike ballot by an em
ployer, with misrepresentation of the issues 
involved and the strength of the union; (2) 
labeling the union leaders 'agitators' and 
'radtcals'; (3) economic pressure on the com· 
munity. through threats to move the plant, 
in order to stimulate the formation of a citi
zens' committee by means of which public 
opinion could be crystallized against the 
strikers; ( 4) the amassing of a large police 
force to preserve 'law and order' and intimi
date the ~triker~; (5) emphasis on .the vio
lent aspects 0f the strike to hide the employ
ment of strikebreakers; (6) the organization 
of a back-to-work movement accompanied 
by extensive advertising; ('7) a theatrical . 

·opening of the struck plant; (8) the com
bined show of police force and pressure by 
the citizens' committee; (9) the complete 
cessatlon of publicity once the plant was 
operating at near capacity. 

This case marked the first prosecution 
under the Byrnes Act and was the subject 
of hearings before the NLRB. The Board 
found the company guilty of violating sec
tion 8, subsections 1 and 5, and also of inter
fering witn, coercing, and restraining its 
employees in the exercise of the rights guar
anteed under section 7 of that act. 

The decision and findings of the Board 
give a detailed and exhaustive picture not 
only of the Remington Rand strike but of 
the important role played ·in it by various 

· strikebreal~ing and detective agencies and 
the procedure. undo11btedly followed in other 
strike cases involving antilabor activities by 
the employer. 

Mr. President, the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor has reported to the 
Senate a bill which represents the re
sults of exhaustive hearings. It is a 
bill designed to meet the problems of 
industrial disturbances such as are today 
tormenting the country. · It is not the 
result of hasty, prejudiced action. It is 
the r·esult of a long and careful study 
of many points of view-employers, 
labor leaders, representatives of church 

·groups, and experts in the field of labor 
relations. 

We had before the committee such 
1 men as William H. Davis, former Chair
man of the National War Labor Board; 
and William M. Leiserson, former Na-

. tiona! Labor Relations Board member 
and Chairman of the National Mediation 
Board which administers the Railway 
Labor Act. The committee considered 
all manner of proposals for legislative 
action ranging all. the' way from strin
gent prohibitions agafnst union ' activi
ties to proposals 'for the· strengthening 
of the existing United s·tates Concilia
tion Service. 

It would have been easy for the mem
bers of the committee to take the · lines 

1 of least resistance. ' We · could have 
taken the easy course and joined iii rec
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ommending restrictions on labor in the 
narrow spirit of the Case bill. This 
would have been the popular course with 
.many people in the country who fail to 
understand the seriousness of the sit
uation. This course would have re
quired no independent thinking. It 
would have recognized the clamor and 
excitement of the moment, and would 
have won the approval of all who think 
there is an easy and short-cut road to 
industrial peace. Such a course would 
be a fatal obstacle to peace and coopera
tion in American industry-if our Amer
ican way of life is to continue. 

The spirit of democracy has come 
slowly into our industrial system in the 
wake of bitter suffering and protracted 
struggles. Let us not see it destroyed 
by oppressive and ill-considered legisla
tion at this time, which will destroy all 
hopes of ushering in a period of coopera
tion and prosperity in our country. 

Mr. PEPPER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
CLELLAN in the chair) . The clerk will 
call the roll. 
· The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 

· Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Briggs 
Brooks · 
Buck · 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 

·Fulbright 
George 
Gerry 
Green 

. Gurney 
Hart 

Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Huffman 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kilgore 
Know land 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Maybank 
Millikin 
Moore 
Murdock 
Murray 
Myers 
O'Maho~ey 

Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reed . 
Rzvercomb 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Stanfill 
Stewart 
Tart 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Wilson 
.Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy
seven Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on _agreeing to the 
. amendment of the Senator from Virginia 

[Mr. BYRD], as .modified, as a substitute 
·for section 8 of the committee amend
ment on page 28. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, on be
half of myself, the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MURRAY], and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], I send to the 
desk the amendment which we offer as a 
substitute for the pending amendment, 
as modified, by the able junior Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. · I ask to have 
the amendment stated. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. <Mr. 
HUFFMAN in the chair) . The amend
ment ·will be stated. 

The Chief Clerk. In lieu of the amend
ment offered by Mr. BYRD, it is proposed 
to insert the following.: 

SEC.-. (a) It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of Congress to encourage and facilitate 
the establishment and maintenance of ap

. proved plans within industry for providing 
hospital, medical, and home-nursing care and 

·.services, insurance, vocational rehabilitation, 
' and other benefits for employees in activities 

affecting commerce and for their families and 
dependents, and to encourage the support of 
such plans by employers, whether such plans 
are administered·by employers and employees 
jpintly or solely by employers or solely by 
employees or otherwise. No provision of this 
or any other act shall be deemed to prohibit 
such plans or to prohibit employers from 
contributing to the support of such plans, 
.except in any case where such support con
stitutes an unfair labor practice under the 
National Labor Relations Act. The failure or 
refusal of an employer in an activity affecting 
commerce to bargain collectively concerning 
the establishment or maintenance of such 
a plan shall be deemed to be an unfair labor 
practice for the purposes of the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

(b) As used in this section, the term "ap
proved plan" means a .plan which has been 
'approved, or which is to take effect only upon 
Its approval, by' the Surgeon General of the 
·United States insofar as such plan .pr.ovides 
for hospital, medical, anp home-nursing care 
and services and by the Secretary of Labor 
insofar as such plan provides other benefits. 
The Surgeon General and the Secretary of 
Labor shall approve any plan submitted to 
them for the purposes of this section if they 
'find that such plan is · a bona fide plan for 
providing benefits for employees and that a 
·fair and equitable method of administering 
such plan is provided. 

' . 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, all of us 

are aware that there is disturbance. and 
str.ife in the industrial world today which 
is disconcerting to the public, and all of 
·us lament the differences of opinion be:... 
tween the employers and the employees 
·which have led to certain stoppages of 
work and threaten further interruption 
of work. All of us are deeply sorry that 
the contending parties have not been 
able to reconcile their differences and to 
permit the steady and uninterrupted 
production of coal and the continued and 
uninterrupted operation of the railroads. 
We are all aware· of how vitally these 
matters affect the public interest. We 
are aware of the fact that the public 
does have concern over the outcome of 
these controversies, and all of us wish 
there were some immediate and effective 
disposition of these difficulties which 
would permit the mines uninterruptedly 

· to produce coal and the railroads to con
tinue their important service of furnish

. ing transportation. We know the grl.ev

. ous dislocation in the economy of the 
country which ensues from the shortage 
of coal and the interruption of rail 

. service. 
But, Mr. President, in my behalf, and 

·in behalf of the chairman of the Com':' 
· mittee on Education and Labor, and of 
members of the committee who are op

·posing the stringent amendments to the 
committee bill, and on behalf of other 
Members of the Senate opposing these 
severe amendments going outside the 

· scope of the committee bill, I want to 
disclaim any responsibility for the situa
tion which now exists. On the contrary, 

· we believe that we have pointed out in 
the S::mate that today a method exists 
which would to a large degree solve both 
these· controversies, if the President were 
to· exercise the full authority which he 
has under existing law. 

Mr. President, I am aware of the· fact 
that the publk has not heard about 
what we have said on the subject here, 

· because it has not been reported in the 
i:najor part of the press. In fact, if one 
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reads most of the newspapers he would 
not know at all that anyone has made 
such a suggestion as that. One can read 
most of the newspaf)ers and b~ led to 
believe that those who are opposing these 
severe amendments have no purpose at 
all except to filibuster. Even when the 
other day half a dozen veterans, some 
of whom were amputees, had come vol
untarily to the Capitol and brought from 
the veterans of Walter Reed Hospital 
and the England General Hospital at 
Atlantic City a petition signed by some 
40 or 50 veterans, a major part of them 
amputees, stating that they did not ap
prove the antilabor legislation which 
was being considered in Congress, iri the 
opinion of a majority of the press that , 
was not news, because I never saw any
tfljng in any of the newspapers about it. 
Yet, if one has somethil}g to say against 
the unions, if one has something to say 
against label", he can get it on the front 
page of nearly every newspaper in the 
country. One able Senator did not make 
his speech, but it was read by someone 
else; yet, since it was construed as being 
constrictive upon the labor unions, it re:.. 
ceived three-quarters of a column. But 
anything we have said here on the Senate 
floor has received slight mention, if anY 
mention at all. 

Mr. President, I make mention of that 
not because of any personal slight, be
cause if that were to happen, it would not 
be a new thing so far as I am concerned. 
I ptesumt I can continue to live as well 
in the ·future as I have been able to live 
in the past with treatment of that sort 
from a great many people and news
papers. 

But, Mr. President, if the public has not 
learned any more of the debate on this 
floor than can be gotten from the news
papers, I can well understand why the 
public .has a distorted idea, perhaps, of 
the issues involved in this labor contro
versy in the coal fields and amongst the 
railroads of the Nation. I, myself, did not 
know, until within the last 3 or 4 days, 
when I heard some railroad men talking 
on the train, what the men's grievances 
were. I did . not know it until I heard a 
waiter tell a person being served how 
many hours a month he had to work 
under his contract; I did not know it until 
I heard a steward in a dining car say how 
many hours a month he had to work 
under his contract; I did not know it 
until I heard a man who was a member of 
the trainmen's association-tell how many 
hours he had to work, 12 hours a day, 
for which he received pay for only eight; 
until then I did not know what was in
volved in the rail controversy, because I 
had not read in the newspapers how 
many hours a day the men had to work. 
I did not know that the men had to work 
12 hours and be paid for only 8. I had 
not read what their wage scale was, or 
how inadequate it was, or how their wage 
increases compared with cost of living 
increases. No; the newspapers ordinarily 
do not tell that part of the story. But if 
the labor unions do anything, if the 
workers do anything that can be played 
up to their prejudice, we will read that 
on the front page of the newspaper. 

I· am of the opinion that the press is . 
largely responsible for making a devil out 

of John L. Lewis. I assume there are a 
good many fundamental characteristics 
in John L. Lewis that justify it, but I am 
beginning to wonder whether he is as 
much of a devil as he has been made out 
to be. I have not read, except in a few 
feature articles, very much written about 
the pitiable plight of the miners. The 
purpose of the amendment for which I 
have offered a substitute today is to keep 
the unions from having the right to ad
minister a health fund which was con
ceived of as for their own benefit. Yet 
I do not hear Senators on the other side 
lamenting the working conditions of the 
miners of this country, or of the railroad 
workers, or of any other group of labor 
in the land. 

Mr. President, I hope I shall be able to 
live to see -the time when the American 
people can hear with their own ears 
every word that is said on the floor of 
the Senate or of the House Representa
tives. I intend shortly, in company with 
other Senators, to introduce a bill to that 
effect. Then if a newspaper has no space 
in which to print what is said on the 
floor of the Senate, or if its representa
tives hear with prejudiced ears, or read 
with colored lenses, the people can deter
mine whether they see and hear it that 
way or not. I hope to see established a 
short-wave radio station owned by the 
United ·States Government, with micro
phones over our heads in the Senate, so 
that they will be out of the way. There 
will be someone to regulate the volume so 
that it will go out in an even flow to the 
listening public. 

Our Committee on the Reorganization 
of Congress has made a study of this pro
cedure. The experts tell us that it is 
technically feasible. · They tell us that 
such a system can be installed without 
any disturbance of the routine of the 
Senate, and without any inconvenience 

-- to Senators. They tell us that by setting 
up one short-wave broadcasting station 
on the east coast and one on the west 
coast, so as not to interfere with stand
ard broadcast programs, the ,people who 
have sets which will receive short-wave 
broadcasts will be able to hear the pro
ceedings .of Congress. I understand that 
approximately 15 percent of the radio 
sets in use today are equipped with short
wave receiving facilities. The new ones 
which are coming on the market usually 
have such equipment. I feel that in the 
near future the majority of the popula
tion will have radio sets capable of re
ceivimi short-wage impulses. 

For many years the proceedings of the 
House· of Commons in New Zealand have 
been broadcast. The Prime Minister of 
New Zealand, who was here a few months 
ago, told me of the satisfactory expe
rience that his · people have had with 
broadcastrng the proceedings of the 
House of Commons in his country. I see 
no reason why the people of the United 
States who have radios and who wish to 
listen to what is said in their Congress, 
in the governing body of their Nation, 
should not have the same right to do so 
as those who frequent the galleries of the 
Senate and the House. They sit here and 
see and hear for themselves. They do not 
need to read the newspapers to know 
what is going on in Congress. l'hey bear 

everything that is said. They construe 
and interpret it according to their own 
senses. They are not handicapped by the 
limitations of space in newspapers, or by 
the point of view which some newspaper 
may happen to have. I believe that if 
the American people could hear the de
bates in Congress there would be a much 
better public understanding of public 
issues. I am hopeful that Senators will 
look with favor upon such an inst allation: 
when the bill to provide for it is finally 
presented to us for consideration. 

Mr. President, we have been trying to 
say something with the best quality that 
our feeble intellects were able to give it. 
We are not filibustering against the pend
ing bill. So far as we are concerned, in 
a reasonably short time the Senate can 
begin to vote on the several amendments 
which are pending and will be pending to 
this proposed legislation. However, I say 
this with a certain degree of reluctance, 
because the very Senators who are pro
posing these restrictive and curbing 
amendments upon labor are the Senators 
who would not even permit an anti-poll
tax bill to be brought before the Senate 
for consideration. 

The able Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] is chairman of the Committee on 
Rules of the Senate. If a rule were pro
posed to do away with the power of the 
filibuster, I doubt if many Senators be
lieve that such a proposed change ,in the 
Senate rules would receive favorable con
sideration from the committee of the 
able Senator from Virginia. 

I very reluctantly surrender the power 
of debate which could be employed in the 
Senate upon this effort to hamstring the 
working men and women of this country. 
We are accused of filibustering when, by 
and large, the various Senators who are 
proposing such amendments are the Sen
ators who have been mostly guilty of 
filibustering in the Senate. 

Mr. President, I have not participated 
in a filibuster in the Senate· since 1937, I 
believe, the first year of my service in 
this honorable body. I do not propose 
individually to break the precedent now. 
However, I believ:e that the time has come 
when not only the pending legislation but 
all legislation on .the calendar is at least 
entitled to receive a vote by the Senate; 
and yet I know perfectly well that if, 
when this bill were out of the way; a Sen
ator were to move that the anti-poll-tax 
bill be made the unfinished business, the 
Senator from Virginia would be one of 
those to join in a filibuster against it 
ever being voted upon, or becoming the 
unfinished business, or being subject to 
the rule of cloture in the Senate. I very· 
much dislike to have such a meritorious 
cause as human rights crucified when we 
cannot even invoke cloture under our 
r:ules against a violatiop of human 
rights; and yet at the same time see a 
sentiment of haste, anger, and prejudice 
take away from the workmen of this 
Nation the gains which they have made 
over a decade of the administration of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt. 

As I say, I do not yield the power of de
bate with any feeling of great satisfac
tion, because I know that certain Sena
tors deserve to get some of their own 
medicine. I know bow many ~}ills there 
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are on the calendar which could not even 
be taken up for consideration before this 
Congress adjourns, because a minority 
of Senators would not permit us to con
sider such measures: Yet we who are 
opposing these amendments did not 
filibuster when the motion was made to 
take up this bill, as we could have done. 
If one were to read certain newspapers he 
would think that all we were doing was 
filibustering. Mr. President, if we ever 
make up our minds to filibuster against 
this bill, there will be no doubt about it. 
If there were a dispositipn to filibuster, 
there are a sufficient number of Senators 
who feel as I do to carry on an effective 
filibuster. 

I believe that under the rules the 
amendment which I have offered will be 
the first amendment to be voted upon. 
So far as I am concerned, the Senate may 
vote this afternoon, after I shall have 
finished speaking in a little while, or 
tomorrow, although several Senators who 
had hoped to be present are absent be
cause of primary elections and for other 
reasons. 

If we can get the press to tell the 
American public, I want the public to 
know that we believe that the restrictive 
legislation now being proposed is in
tended for the purpdse of cutting the 
heart out of collective bargaining. If it 
is enact ed into law it will mean that labor 
will be pushed back nearly a decade, 
down the dismal ladder of incompetence 
and subserviency. I had thought that 
the t ime when management exercised its 
untrammeled tyranny over the working 
people ofihis country had passed. I had 
thought that the. days of feudalism were 
gone forever. Yet time after time, like 
the frog trying .to jump out of the well, 
human progress has been retarded. But 
be assured that it will go forward again. 

In the first place, the proposed legis
lation would not have the effect of st op
ping strikes. The people will find that 
out, as they have learned that the Smith
Connally Act did not have any effect in 
stopping strikes. Today the Smith
Connally Act is on the statute books, in 
full force and effect. That was the leg
islation which was held out to us as being 
the hope of ,curbing labor stoppages or 
stopping strikes. We were told, "If you 
will pass the Smith-Connally bill, we 
shall have no further trouble with labor 
unions. In the first place, it will force 
upon them a cooling-off period of 30 
days. In the second place, they will 
have to take a strike· vote, and the elec
.tion will have to . be fair; and certain 
other requirements will have to be met. 
·So if you will just pass the Smith-Con
nally bill, it will practically do away with 
the vicious strike." 

We passed the Smith-Connally bill, 
and now we have two of the greatest and 
most detrimental strikes· we have · ever 
had in the history of the country, one in 
progress and the other in prospect. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will 
·the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Florida yield to the 
Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TUNNELL. Does not~he Senator 

·believe that the Smith-Connally Act it-

self is · responsible for a great deal of 
labor unrest, and particularly strikes? 

Mr. PEPPER. I have no doubt of it. 
· Mr. TUNNELL. Does not the Senator 

believe that it streamlines strikes? It 
tells labor just how to strike, when to 
give notice, and how much notice to give. 
Labor is then placed in the position of 
having started something, and it goes 
through with a strike. · 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct. 
Mr. TUNNELL.· So the result is that 

the bill which was advanced by employ
ers throughout the country as the means 
of stopping strikes has become the means 
of foisting strikes on the American 
people. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. It has been stated time 
after time by the heads of the large labor 
organizations, as they stated to us be
fore we enacted the Smith-Connally Act~ 
that if we passed it it would cause more 
strikes; it would weaken their power to 
keep their pledge of no strikes. Their 
:Predictions and prophecies have come 
sadly true. Yes, Mr. President; they 
told us it w'ould cause more strikes. And 
it did. 

The other side told us it would stop 
strikes. But it has not. Yet if we pro
pose to take the advice of the labor lead
ers, those on the other side say we are 
prejudiced and that v.•c cannot see any
thing but labor's side. Mr. President, it 
has not been a week since Senators on 
this floor were telling us that if we had 
applicable to all industries, legislation 
like the ,Railway Labor Dlsputes Act; 
we would not have any strikes. That 
statute has been on the statute books for 
many years. It provides an elaborate 
procedure by which p}anagement and la
bor are supposed to reconcile their differ
ences and disputes. It provides for a 
mediation board, an emergency media
tion board, and a national mediation 
board; it also provides a 30-day waiting 
period which must be observed; and it 
requires a strike vote. There are many 
other conditions and requirements under 
that act. It is a lengthy piece of legis.: 
lation, as you will see as I hold it in 
my hand. We were told that if all the 
other industries, for example, the coal 
mines, were regulated . by legislation 
similar to that which regulates the rail
road industry, we would not have any 
strikes. But now what do we have, Mr. 
President? We have the railroad strike 
which temporarily went into practical 
effect, and is in prospect again after 
Thursday of this week, in spite of the 
fact that we have on the statute books 
of the land, first, the Smith-Connally 
Act, and, second, the Railway Labor Dis
putes Act. Yet why are not they stop
ping strikes, if legislation will stop 
strikes? 

·Mr. President, the obvious reason is 
that legislation will not stop strikes. 
That is the reason. Legislation cannot 
act as the scorpion whip upon the back 
of the laborer, to make him labor for 
another man against his will-not in 
America. · Americans do not happen to 
be constituted that way. No law can be 
enacted in the United States, even a law 
providing severe penalties which will 
make the working men and women of 

this country give up what they believe to 
be their essential rights as citizens. If a 
workingman feels abused, if he feels that 
he is being imposed upon, if he feels that 
he is being denied justice, he will fight 
as a citizen against his employer, as his 
forebears fought against the tyranny ·of 
George III of England. He will -fight 
against his employer, as his forebears 
have fought every form of tyranny from 
the beginning of the history of this coun
try. 

Yes, Mr. President; he will stop work, 
even though it means he will not have a 
livelihood, if he thinks he is not getting a 
square economic deal from his epl
ployer-at least, after he feels that the 
employer has had a fair opportunity to 
redress llis remonstrance and to hear his 
petition. 

So, Mr. President, again I -lay it down 
as a premise that the amendments which 
are being proposed and pushed so fer
vidly by Members of the Senate whose 
record, generally speaking, has not been 
friendly to labor, are amendments
every one of them, and all of them put 
together-which will not stop a single 
strike. I predict that they will cause 
more strikes. If the Senate, as it now 
seems disposed to do, blindly adopts these 
prejudicial amendments against labor, 
put that prophecy down on . the books 
and remember it as time goes on, to see 
whether it is the kind of prophecy which, 
like the prophecy of the labor leaders, 
will unhappily come true. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TUNNELL. I ask the Senator if 

he would like at this point in his address 
to have the attention of the listeners 
and readers called to a provision of the 
bill as it came from the House of Rep
resent atives. I read from page 10: 
· No order of the Chairman or process of 
any court under this act shall require an 
individual employee to render labor or serv
ices without his consent nor shall any pro
vision of such order or process be construed 
to make the refusal to work of an individual 
employee a violation of such order or process 
?r otherwise an illegal act. 

I call this to the attention of the Sen
ator for the reason that I am receiving 
a great deal of mail from people who 
think that the purpose of the Case bill 
is to stop strikes, although the Case bill 
itself, speciifically states that it cannot 
be so used. 

On page 13 of the same bill we find the 
following language: 

Provided, said courts shall not issue an 
injunction against the right to strike, peace
ful assembly, or peaceful picketing. 

Within the last few days I received a 
letter from a very responsible business
man in my State. He discussed picket
ing, and he feels that it is wrong; and 
he wishes the Case bill to be passed. 
Let me point out that the Case bill spe
cifically states that the courts shall not 
issue an injunction against the right to 
strike or peaceful picketing. I read fur
ther: 

Any individual who violates any of the 
provisions of this section shall on and after 
·such violation cease to have, and cease to 
be entitled to, the status of an employee for 

I 1 
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the purposes of section 7, 8, and 9 of the 
National Labor Relations Act, or the _ status 
of a representative for the purposes of such 
act. 

I simply wish to call attention to the 
fact that the Case bill does not even 
pretend to be a bill to prevent strikes. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able Sena
tor very much. 

Yet, Mr. President, today there are 
millions of people in the United States 
who think that we in the Senate are 
holding up t!le enactment of legislation 
which if on the statute books, would 
immediately stop the strike. As the 
Senator from Delaware has pointed out, 
if we were to pass the Case bill as it came 
to us from the House of Representatives, 
without changing an "i" or a "t," it would 
not by compulsion stop a single strike or
put a single man back to work. 

I say to the gentlemen of the press: 
Tell the people that they have the wrong 
impression of this measure, or that at 
least some of the Senators on the floor of 
the Senate think they have, and state 
that they have, and that they are entitled 
at least to know from the press what 
Senators have said. If the representa
tives of the press are going to be honest 
reporters of what happens in the Senate, 
they can editor~alize, of course, ~ut it is 
their duty, when a Senator in senousness 
presents a reason, to give it at least a 
carriage to the people of this country, if 
they purport to be fair in reportin_g this 
debate. If they do not, let some of them 
put up a placard reading, ''Prejudiced, 
as usual," and then the people will know 
how to .read what they write. 

No, Mr. President; every time a labor 
controversy arises, it is always the laborer 
who is damned. Yet, the lily-white em
ployers are never touched. They can be 
however stubborn, they can be however 
prejudiced, they can insist upon a gross 
and an avaricious profit, and can force 
men to the extremity of a strike, and yet 
public odium attaches to the worker who 
will not work unless he gets a fair wage, 
rather than to his tyrannical employer 
who has denied him what the Bible says 
he is due-the laborer's hire. 

Mr. President, I think it is time that 
the people of this country ,know what is 
substantially involved in this controversy, 
and I wish to state the case for the op
position. I think it is entitled to be 
heard. · 

The first point is that these amend
ments will cause more· strikes, and will 
stop none. I can establish that by the 
nature of the amendments. In the first 
place, not one word of them p~rports to 
~end one miner back into the mmes. Not 
dne word of any of these restrictive 
amendments even on its face purports 
to send one railway worker back to his 
job on the railroads. Then, how are 
they going either to stop or cure the 
strike in either the coal mines or the 
railroad industry? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know how 

true it is in other States, but in my Qwn 
State there are also State l~ws. In my 
State, labor for many years worked for 
the liberal laws which now are on the 
statute books, including the anti-injunc-

tion law. The Congress could act from 
now until doomsday -on some of these 

· vicious amendments, and still in my St~te 
labor would have those rights. I thmk 
the same situation is true in many other 
States of the Union. 

Mr. PEPPER . . It is, Mr. President. 
The Senator is absolutely correct. 

In the second place, Mr.- President, 
these amendments are merely provoc~
tive of labor. Enacted· in anger, they Will 
provoke anger from labor, for _acti~n 
begets reaction and like begets .like, m 
the physical world; and what Is d~ne 
against another man in anger and w1th 
prejudice will ordinarily provoke a !e
sponse similar in character from h1m. 
If the men and women of this country 
who work feel that the Congress is so 
blind by reason of prejudice or is so ig
norant of the issues that it will take oc
casion by means of such legislation to 
try to deprive them of their rights, the 
Congress will simply make them resent
ful, and sullen, and stubbo~n, and less· 

· ·agreeable and more recalcitrant than 
they- were before the Congress ever 
enacted such legislation, if it does enact 
it at all. . 

Take for example, the Byrd amend
ment ~hich we have been debating. 
What would it do? The whole intent and 
purpose of it is to make it illegal for John 
L. Lewis or for any other labor leader
for John L. Lewis is not named, of 
course-or for any representative of labor 
to insist that the employer sha~l pay into 
a fund a sum of money for a health and 
welfare fund to be administered by the 
employees themselves. 

Mr. President, is that such a bad pro
posal that the Congress of the ~J?-i~ed 
States should wish to enact a prohibitwn 
against it? The Senator from Virginia 
stated on this fioor-I note that he ·is not 
now present-that he had been in touch 
with mine owners and mine operators. 
Evidently they had told him their side 
of the case. The Senator from Virginia, 
either before or after his conference with 
the operators, offered an amendment to 
the pending bill which would make it 
unlawful for a labor leader to make such 
a proposal as that to which reference has 
been made: The proposal which John L. 
Lewis made was that the miners were to 
be recipients of a fund consisting pf 7 
percent of the gross' pay rolls of the em
ployees, and that such fund was to be 
used· for the purpose of providing health 
and welfare benefits for the employees. 
It was also contended by the employees 
that inasmuch as the fund was to be 
used for the benefit of employees, the 
employees should administer it. Yet the 
Senator from Virginia would make that 
a penitentiary offense. That is what is 
involved in the Byrd amendment: The 
Senator from Virginia is saying that 
what has already been done by hun
dreds of thousands of men and women in 
this country as a result of voluntary 
agreements, is to be made illegal in the 
future. 

Mr. President, why do I say that? I 
ha.ve in my hand Bulletin 841 of the 
United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
issued by the Secretary of Labor. 

The health-benefit plans described in the 
following pa~es cover more than 600,000 

workers employed under agreements nego
tiated by unions in various industries. 

Here are the plans by which the funds 
are administered for the benefit of ap
proximately 600,000 workers of this 
country. 

A little more than one-thir~ of the em
ployees covered by health-benefit plans in
cluded in this report are under plans which 
are jointly ·administered by the union and 
employer. Another third are covered by 
programs . for which insurance companies as
sume the measure administrative responsi
bility, and somewhat less than a third are 
under those administered solely by the 
union. 

So, Mr. President, approximately 200!-
000 working men and women of this 
country are today, by voluntary agree
ment doing what the Senator from Vir
ginia' says should be made a penitentiary 
offense. I do not blame labor for be
lieving that if the Senate should pass 
such legislation as is being proposed, . it 
would be moved not by good motives, but 
by blind prejudice. What business is. it 
of ours if the employees want to negotiate 
with the employers for a health and wel
fare fund, and have it administered by 
the workers? I have pointed out before 
that the money would not be taken out 
of dividends proclaimed by management, 
or out of the pockets of management. It 
woulQ. not be taken out of the company 
treasury. The money would generally 
come from an increased price which the 
public would have to pay for coal. So 
the management would not own the 
money. It would merely act as a col
lector of it. If the money is to be col
lected by management and paid by the 
public, what is wrong with . it being ad
ministered by those for whose benefit it 
is collected? · 

Of course, Senators may disagree, and 
some of them may believe that the plan 
is not the best one which could be de
vised. .But are we willing to pass a bill 
making it unlawful to do what the em
ployees wish to have done, .which w~uld 
enable the requirement bemg put mto 
force which has been advocated by the 
Senator from Virginia, and would make 
it unlawful for management and labor 
voluntarily to enter into 3:n a~r~ement 
as to how the fund shall be admimster~d. 
The Senator from Virginia would reqUire 
that management and labor have an 
equal share in the administration of the 
fund. After all, management is not be
ing doctored in the hospitals; manage
ment is not being treated by the doctors. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. Management is not the 
recipient of the home nursing care which 
is contemplated by the plan. It ~s the 
bodies of the miners or of the railroad 
workers, if the plan were applicable to 
their industry; it is the workers them
selves who receive the medical care and 
who at least might reasonably suggest 
that, it being .for their benefit and for 
their primary aid, they should h~V:e the 
primary responsibility of its administra
tion. Yet the Senator from Virginia 
would outlaw such administration of the 
plan which has been suggested. 

I yield to the Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. LUCAS. Does not the Senator 

agree with me that any welfare fund of 
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this character would be for the bene1it of 

. the miners and employees only? 
Mr. PEPPER. Yes; the Senator's state

ment is essentially correct. · 
Mr. LUCAS. Does not the Senator fur

ther agree with me that if a fund of this 
kind and character were agreed upon be
tween employer and employee, it should 
be administered in such a way that those 
who administered it would be required to 
account for its proper administration? 

Mr. PEPPER. I would have no objec
tion to that. If the Senator from Vir
ginia or the Senator from Illinois were 
to require that any benefit fund of this 
character should receive a public audit, or 
some inspection of that kind, I do not 
believe anyone would obfect to it. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is what the Senator 
from Illinois has been interested in. In 
other words, whatever amount in the way 
of a pay-roll tax for the purpose of es
tablishing a health and welfare fund 
could be agreed upon between employer 
and employee it seems to me that the 
fund itself should be limited to those for 
whose benefit it is collected and that 
some method should be provided whereby 
those who administer the fund in behalf 
of the miners make a proper accounting 
of the money so that the public may know 
it is being administered solely for the 
benefit of the beneficiaries of the fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thoroughly agree 
with the Senator from Illinois. I would 
not voice a word of objection if the Sen-

. ator from Virginia were to modify his 
amendment so as to provide that the 
health and welfare fund is to be estab
lished for the benefit of employees, and 
that whoever administers it shall file with 
any person or group of persons whom the 
Senator wishes to name an accounting 
and a report of the administration of the 
fund. I would have no objection to that 
being done, but the Senator from Vir
ginia does not even want to allow the em
ployer and the employee to arrive at an 
agreement by which the employees may 
primarily administer the fund, even if 
they arrive at such an agreement vol
untarily. He would forbid them from 
entering into such an agreement of their 
own free will and accord. 

Mt. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Would any fund 

raised under the proposed amendment, 
especially that part of it which would be 
paid by the coal operators, be passed on 
in the form of an increase in the cost of 
coal to the consumers? 

Mr. PEPPER. My opinion is that .it 
would be. I believe that most pay-roll 
taxes, by and large, are passed on· to the 
consumer. In our Federal social-security 
system, where the management has to 
pay, for example, an amount equal to 
what is paid by the employee, and, in 
other cases, where the employer puts up 
all the money, in most instances I dare 
say that the employer passes the expense 
on to the public. I do not believe he 
takes the money out of the company's 
treasury or diminishes the company's 
profits. Here is a fund which would es
sentially come out of the pockets of the 
public. It would be provided for the 
benefit of the miners. In case of more 

than 200,000 working men and women of 
this country today, as a result of volun
tary agreement and collective bargain
ing, similar iunds are being administered 
by the employees. Yet the Senator from 
Virginia would outlaw such practice. 
Not only that, but the Senator from Vir
ginia wants to make it unlawful in the 
future for an employer and an employee 
even voluntarily to arrive at that kind 
of agreement. Why? Bec:fuse he 
wants to strike at John L. Lewis. We are 
saying to the able Senator, and to those 
who are supporting his amendment, that 
they do not name Mr. John L. Lewis, and 
they do not limit their amendment to 
him. The 200,000 persons to whom I 
have referred have not done anything to 
the Senator. They have not joined with 
Mr. John L. Lewis. Many other hun
dreds of thousands or perhaps millions 
of persons, who will, by collective bar
gaining, obtain such provisions in the 
future, have not done anything to the 
Senator from Virginia or to the public. 
Why fire a blunderbuss at John L. Lewis 
when, in so doing, we hit 200,000 workers 
who are innocent of any wrongdoing? 
That is the character of, the legislation 
which is being proposed in the Senate. 
Yet, when any of us stand up against it 
and endeavor to point out its flaws, we 
are charged with doing nothing but try
ing to protect the ranks of labor or fili
bustering. 

Senators may make up their own 
minds as to whether or not there is any 
merit in the argument which I am trying 
to make. They will adopt the amend
ment, ~ suppose, and they will be just as 
regretful when they have passed it as 
many of them are regretful of the Smith
Connally Act, which was passed in a 
similar attitude 2 or 3 years ago. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Presiden1;--,--
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MAG

NUSON in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
Illinois? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. As I understand, Mr. 

Lewis is demanding a 7-percent pay roll 
tax for his miners. Assuming that they 
will later bargain for wages and get the 
standard increased wage set throughout 
the country, it would mean 7 cents more 
on the dollar they would have to collect 
from the operators than what they would 
be getting if they were bargaining for 
wages alone. 

Mr. PEPPER. The fund is in addition 
to the wage increase they are insisting 
upon. 

Mr. LUCAS. In other words, if final
ly through collective bargaining they 
reach the standard that has been set, of 
18% cents an hour, then the 7-percent 
pay roll tax they are now se~king would 
add another 7 cents to the 18% cents an 
hour to the minimum wage of $1 an 
hour. 

Mr. ;f!EPPER. That is correct. 
Mr. LUCAS. Which would in reality 

give to the miner dra\",ring $1 an hour 
an additional 25% cents an hour. 

Mr. PEPPER. Exactly, except that 
the Senator must realize that one of the 
sums would be for consumption, for ex:. 
penditu:r:es for ordinary purchases, 
whereas the 7 percent would be to set 

up· hospitals, provide for private doctors, 
for nursing services, and medicine, to 
establish an insurance fund in cases of 
disability, and all that sort of thing. 

Mr. LUCAS. I appreciate all that, but 
the miner would be getting 25% cents 
an hour, we will say, and would be tak
ing 7 cents of that and putting it into the 
health, hospital, and accident insurance 
funds. 

Mr. PEPPER. · That is substantially 
true, it would be going into the fund. 
The Senator is correct. 

Mr. LUCAS. Assuming that what is 
asked should be agreed to, it would set 
the pattern· for all America, for all other 
organizations to come forward and ask 
for the same thing, and I take it the 
·others would be entitled to it if what is 
now asked is granted. · -

Mr. PEPPER. I would hope so, be
cause the health of the people of this 
country is the most precious asset we 
have. It is more precious than any 
thing else. We cannot wrongfully spend 
any money that is devoted to saving the 
lives and preserving the health of the 
men and women of this country, and 
their dependents. · 

Mr. LUCAS. I agree with the Senator 
that the health of the people is prob
ably as important as any other thing, 
from the standpoint of the future suc
cess and happiness of this Nation. The 
conditions under which the miners live 
have been described time and time 
.again, although I know in my own State 
in the last 20 years great reforms h::we 
been made in the mines but reforms are 
still needed everywhere. But when we 
are talking about adverse housing and 
health conditions, I can take the Senator 
four blocks from the Capitol and show 
him, as he knows, people living under 
health conditions to which the worst 
treated miners of the country would seri
ously object, and it is only four blocks 
from the Capitol,· in the very city of 
Washington. 

Mr. PEPPER. Knowing the humane 
interest of the Senator, I know he would 
say that all of us should be ashamed of 
the faqt that such conditions exist. 

Mr. LUCAS. But they do. 
Mr. PEPPER. And that if the Con

gress of the United States is so back
ward in its obligation to provide for the 
health and the welfare of the people by 
general law, then it is perfectly proper 
that the employees band themselves to
gether and make the employers, either 
out of their own profits or through in
creased • prices to the public, provide 
funds by which the lives and health of 
the miners can be cared for; and that is 
all that is now demanded. 

Mr. LUCAS . . That is correct. Then 
let me ask the Senator this question: 
Can the Senator tell me why this pro
posal has never been presented before in 
the controversies and collective bar
gaining on wages and hours previously 
conducted? Why at this particular crisis 
of the Nation is this sort of agreement 
presented? 

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator is re
miss in his assumption that this matter 
has not been brought up before. As. I 
pointed out in reading from Bulletin 841, 
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the title of which is "Health Benefit Pro
grams Established Through Collective 
Bargaining, 1945," various unions al
ready have plans in effect like the one 
now demanded. So it is not new. 

Mr. LUCAS. ·I know it is not new so 
far as those organizations are concerned, 
and, frankly, I could not support the 
Byrd amendment unless some sort of 
exemption were made of such organiza
tions. 

I am talking about the miners. If the 
Senator has any other information as to 
when John L. Lewis has been so con
cerned heretofore about the welfare of 
the miners, I should like to know about 
it. Lewis has been one of their leaders 
.for a great number of years. 

Mr. PEPPER. I read from Mr. Lewis' 
statement last week in which he said 
that he did bring the proposal up -in 
1945, but he did not press it. at t lle time. 
This time he has made it a condition to 
the consideration of the other points in 
·dispute between the miners and the 
operators. 

Mr. LUCAS. The only point I make 
is that John L. Lewis knew better than 
any other man in America the condition 
·of the· miners, yet on the eve of a great 
potential economic crisis he insists, be
fore he will do anything about wages and 
hours, this welfare fund · be settled. I 
seriously contend that there is no wel
fare fund so vital to the miners or any 
other group of laboring men in this 
c::mntry as to justify them in threaten-. 
ing to paralyze and eventually laying 
prostrate the economy of the whole Na
tion, because, in the final analysis, it is 
not only the miners who will suffer, but 
all America if the strike continues, and 
John Lewis knows that as well as anyone 
knows it. More than a million workers 
were thrown out of employment as the 
result of the coal strike, and millions 
upon millions more will be thrown out 
of employment in a short time, with fac
tories closing down, with stores in small 
towns and large cities unable to get the 
necessities of life if reason and tolerance 
are not soon exhibited and if such should 
happen we will see real suffering in 
America as a result of the dilatory tac
tics of John L. Lewis aiid his failure to 
initiate days ago the real spirit of col- · 
lective bargaining. 

My contention is that, notwithstand
ing the m€rits of his proposal, there is 
something of greater value, and that is a 
stable America. And again it seems 
more than strange that he has made 
such a proposal only once in aU his pre
vious days as a labor leader. Why does 
he select an hour of economic peril to 
press his demand? There should be some 
compromise of some kind to the end that 
we may get back on our economic feet and 
move along on the road of progress. The 
reforms will come, and they have been 
coming, for years, and the Senator from 
Illinois has voted for those reforms from 
time to time, but when my Nation is im
periled, as I believe it is at this moment, 
I must stand firm. 

Whether it is John L. Lewis, or any 
other leader of labor, business, manage
ment, agriculture, or what not, I shall 
stand up and fight for what I honestly 
believe is the construct~ve thing to do for 
my country. 

I make that statement just as siu.cerely 
as I have ever said anything. I do not 
believe I am exaggerating when I express 
my alarm at what . will come · to this 
country unless the railroad strike and the 
coal strike shall be settled. If we do not 
settle these two strikes, if these men do 
not return to work, tlie health, the safety, 
the secui'ity of the Nation and her people 
are seriqusly threatened. 

Mr. President, I read in a · newspa
per -a statement to the effect that some 
local miners' organization said they did 
not care whether they went back to work 
or not, that they had plenty of money. 
Money is not going to · be worth very 
much in a few months from n·ow if we 
do not get the coal out of the ground. If 
the railroads and the mines are closed 
down, and we cannot get the wheat, the 
meat, the corn and the other necessities 
of life to the markets of the country, we 
will have nothing but economic chaos. 

Mr. PEPPER. Of course, the Senator 
does not like the stoppage of work in the 
mines, of course he does not like the 
stoppage of . the railroad systems, but 
what he overlooks is whether the workers 
have a right to say they will not work 
unless there is a health fund provided 
for their care, and in assuming that the 
employees are primarily responsible for 
the stoppage of work. On the otber 
hand, the management of the mines 
stated in a public statement which I read 
on the floor of the Senate a few days ago 
that this pro:Posal of Lewis was a prec
eqent, that they would-not countenance 
it, that they wouJ.1 not listen to it, and 
that they would riot budge an inch from 
the position they have tak~n. 

Very well. Mr. Lewis says that he in
sists that there must be a health fund for 
his workers. Call him extreme if you 
like, Mr. President. The management 
says they will not put up a dime for a 
health fund. Are they not equally ex
treme? Have they bargained collective
ly and conscientiously witp Mr. Lewis? 
Yet the Senator from Illinois, I am 
afraid, is falling into the erroneous as
sumption that the whole blame for the 
stoppage of work and for the conditions 
Which he SO well describes must be as
cribed to the stubbornness of the worker, 
without putting sufficient emphasis upon 
the stubbornness of the employers. 

I would say to the able Senator 
that it has been my observation that 
every increase in wage, every health 
fund, every betterment and benefit labor 
has wrung from management in the 
United States, was wrung by for.ce. It 
has been wrung by the exercise of eco
nomic power. and strength. As a gen
eral rule, I have .not found management 
voluntarily giving any increases in 
wages or providing social-welfare funds 
for employees. As a matter of fact, 
whenever the Congress undertakes to do 
something for the underprivileged, man
agement-minded people fight the legis
lation for all they are worth. 

Ask this group representing manage
ment, who in their public statement said 
that any health fund should be set up 
by general. legislation, if they are -in fa
vor of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill. 
Ask them if they are in favor of a Na
tional Health Act which will provide 
funds for the care of the people of this 

country through national insurance to 
which employee and employer would 
make a joint contribution equal in 
amount, and see whether they will say 
that they favor such an act. No, Mr. 
President; they will have some other ob
jection to it. All they want to think 
about is the continued piling up of their 
profit, the continued untrammeled ex
ercise of their power, and in 99 cases out 
of 100 they are going to give the work
ers only what they are obliged to give 
them. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

DOWNEY in the chair) . Do.es the Sena
tor from Florida yield to the S~nator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Will my able frien'd, the 

Senator from Florida, tell me who is go
ing to win in this crisis if there is no set
tlement of .the strike? 

Mr. ·PEPPER. I will say to the Senator 
that, like most other conflicts which are 
uncompromising in their nature, every
one loses. But whether Congress shall 
step in and say to labor, "You cannot 
make such a request," is another thing. 
If someone can propose legislation which 
will say to management, "You cannot 
withhold that which you ought to allow 
to your worker," perhaps it would be a 
good proposal. · But I do not know how to 
write such a proposal. 

I fear that Senators have fallen into 
the error of believing that because a strike· 
is a bad thing, the way to deal with it is 
to niake it unlawful for the worker to 
strike, or to impose upon him a penalty 
if he does strike, regardless of the provo
cation for his striking. That is what I 
am trying to hammer home, and that is 
what is almost impossible to get over in 
dealing with these controversial manage
ment-labor disputes. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr.'LUCAS. Does the Senator see any 

danger of the stabilitY. of · our economy 
being affected in the future as the result 
of the coal strike and the railroad strike? 
And a failure to settle them properly? 

Mr. PEPPER. I will say that we will 
have a better citizenry, and in the long 
run we will mine more coal, and in· the 
long run we will do a better job of run
ning the railroads and other industries 
of the country, if we will provide health 
and welfare funds for the workers. If 
the Senator will indulge me I will tell him 
why I make that statement. I gave cer
tain figures on the floor of the Senate the 
other day. T-hey deal with 'a comparison 
of the man-days lost from strikes with 
man-days lost from accidents and illness 
in the United States of America. 

In the year 1940, 6,700,000 man-days 
were lost from strikes. In tlte same year, 
41,900,000 man-days were lost from acci
dents. The actual time lost, plus perma
nent impairment and death, accounted 
for 234,000,000 man-days. In other 
words strikes were responsible for what 
would equal only 15.9 per cent of all the 
man-days lost from accidents in the year 
1940. 

Let us now consider the year 1943. I 
believe that is the year when John L. 
Lewis called a strike the last tifne, and 
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when we passed the Smith-Connally bill. 
That was the year when we were all clam
oring about the strike. Let me give the 
figures for that year, when the news
papers were filled with denunciatiollt of 
Lewis and the strikers, and, from reading 
the newspapers, one would have thought 
that the country was . going to the dogs 
because of the strikers; that we could not 
even win the war because of the strikers. 
In 1943 the number of man-days lost from 
strikes was 13,500,000. The number of 
actual man-days lost from accidents in 
1943 was 56,800,000. The number of ac
tual man-days lost from accidents and 
permanent impairment in the health of 
people and death was 274,000,000. 

In other words, even in the year 1943 
the equivalent of only 23.8 percent of.the 
man-days lost from accidents was lost 
directly from strikes. 

Last year only 20 percent of the man
days lost by workers were lost from 
strikes. The rest of the categories I am 
describing came from illness, permanent
ly impaired health, and premature death. 

So, Mr. President, I say to my able 
friend, the Senator from Illinois, that if 
John L. Lewis and every other leader of 
labor in this country·, organized and un
organized, were to· succeed in obtaining 
the establishment of a health and wel
fare fund which would provide medical, 
hospital, dental, home nursing service, 
and clinical examinations, and in addi
tion to that would provide an insurance 
fund to take care of total and permanent 
disability such as that resulting froin a 
man having his back broken, of becoming 
paralyzed, of being unable to work any 
more, of being ill for a long time-if the 
.leaders of labor, organized and unorgan
ized, could secure · that kind of a fund 
from the employers of this country, there 
would be a tremendous increase in the 
number of man-working days in our 
economy for the public - benefit and 
welfare. 

Mr. President, let me point out a few 
figures which a committee, of _ which 
I had the honor to be chairman, discov
ered concerning the health conditions 
of the people of the United States. This 
is only the most meager kind of sum- . 
mary. More than 40 percent of the Na
tion's selectees were found unfit for mil
itary duty. At least one-sixth of them 
had defects which were remedial. 
Many more had preventable ·defects. 
But we lost nearly 40 percent of service
men in selective service examinations 
because of the failure to provide an 
adequate medical system. . 

Many a father, Mr.· President, died 
on a foreign battlefield or went to a cold 
grave in a strange sea because some sin
gle man back here at home had not had 
his health cared for in an earlier day 
or in his youth, and was not able to 
serve in combat for his country. In fact 
more than 23,000,000 persons in this 
country have some chronic disease or 
physical impairment. Think of that, 
Mr. President; 23,000,000 persons in this 
country out of a population of 132,000,-
000 have some chronic disease or phys·-
ical impairment. . · 

On any one day at least 7,000,000 peo
ple in the United States are incapaci
tated by sickness or other disability, half 
of them for 6 mo~ths _or mor~. Think 

of that, Mr. President; 7,000,000 inca
pacitated every day. 

I will interpolate at that point to say 
that one out of every seven of us now 
living will die from cancer. Yet we have 
never beeri able to secure adequate re
search funds to. combat cancer. Some 
of the very persons who oppose these 
health and welfare funds shout to high 
heaven against the extravagance of the 
appropriations which would provide the 
health care which the people of this 
country should have. 

Illness and accidents cause the average 
industrial worker to lose from produc
tive activity about 12 days a year. It may 
be asked: What has that to do with the 
production of the mines? I wonder if 
Senators know that the mines do not now 
observe Federal mine-inspection stand
ards? They operate only by the stand
ards provided by the states. Yet the 
Federal Government has a great Bureau 
of Mines which employs many competent 
investigators. .-They investigate the 
mines and lay down safety standards, but 
the mines do not observe the Federal 
safety standards. ·No doubt such failure 
accounts for a part of the loss of about 
12 days per average industrial worker a 
year. It is not only to the miners that 
the danger is great. The industrial 
worker loses about 12 days a year from 
production. Let me give the figures of 
how many man-days that is every year. 
Six hundred million man-days every year. 
Six hundred million man-days are lost 
through illness. · 

I pointed out a little while ago that 
in no year did the number of man-days 
lost from strikes exceed 23,000,000, and 
that was in -the year 1941. The next 
highest number was 13,500,000 man-days 
lost in 1943. The next highest was 8,700,-
000 man-days lost in 1944. The next 
highest was 6,700,000 man-days lost in 
1940. The next highest was 4,100,000 
man-days lost in 1942. Yet have we ever 
heard the Senator fr.om Virginia propose 
a health bill in the Senate? Do Senators 
believe the Senator from Virginia would 
fight as hard for a health bill which 
would protect the health of the Amer
ican people as he is fighting to make it 
illegal fqr ~hose who have already ob
tained health protection to keep it, or 
to make it illegal for the labor leaders 
of organized or unorganized workers to 
ask for a fund to take care of the health 
of their workers? That is the point of 
view of those who are opposing the com
mittee bill, whereas the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MURRAY], chairman of 
the Committee on Educaqon and Labor, 
who is coauthor of the Wagner-Murray
Dingell health bill, and the Senator from 
·New York [Mr. WAGNER], who is co
author of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell 
bill, have been fighting for · this legisla
tion now for 10 years or thereabduts. 
Yet it is men such as those who are 
trying to put these restrictive amend
ments on the committee bill which is now 
before the Senate, who would not permit 
us to enact such legislation as the Wag
ner-Murray-Dingell bill. · 

Now they want to make it illegal for 
labor even to ask it in collective bar
gaining if the fund is to be administered 
by the employees themselves, in spite of 
the fact tha~ it is for their benefit. That 

is the kind of social justice in which some 
Senators believe. I have the opinion 
that there is a liaison or understanding 
between the mine operators and certain 
Senators supporting these restrictive 
amendments. The Senator from Vir
ginia states that he has been in consul
tation with mine operators. It is en
tirely possible that he has advised them 
not to yield to John L. Lewis until he and 
his collea;gues can pass these restrictive 
amendments. It may not be so, Mr. 
President, but many of us believe it. 

Yet the public does not know all that. 
The public believes that a group of Sena
tors are filibustering against a bill which 
would stop labor strikes. The public 
does not want to be inconvenienced. It 
does not wish to be kept from riding on 
the trains, and it does not wish to be 
forced to do without coal. Naturally 
the public becomes angry with anyone 
who causes it to do without certain serv
ices or commodities. ' But. when the pub
lic learns that ·these amendments . are 
intended to deprive labor of one of its 
weapons of collective bargaining, when it 
learns · that such amendments would 
cause more strikes instead of fewer 
strikes, when it learns that the purpose 
is to try to keep the workingmen of this 
country from compelling management to 
provide for their bodies so that they may 
continue to work, those who are fair will 
have · a little different impression than 
exists at the present t~me as to the con
troversy which is going on. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
MAHON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
Illinois? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Am I to understand the 

able Senator from Florida to say that 
he would not .object to legislation which 
would permit any money to be paid into 
a trust ftind or organization fund to 
furnish health, welfare, hospitalization, 
and other benefits to employees and 
their families and dependents, limited to 
those things found in the Byrd amend
ment? There are a number of Senators 
who do not feel that .$70,000,000, vie 
will say-assuming that that is the 
amount which would come from a pay
roll tax in a year-should be turned over 
to one man, or to a union, for any pur
pose for which it wishes to use the 
money. I am sure the Senator would 
agree to that proposition. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Lewis made it 
plain in the statement which I read to 
the Senate that not a dime of it was to 
go for any pm;pose except the health 
and welfare objectives which are set 
forth in his statement. I would welcome 
the adoption of an amendment which 
would require an:9 group of employees, 
whoever they may be, who are to ad
minister the health · and welfare fund 
to make periodic accounting to the Fed
eral Security Agency of the United States · 
Government, and submit their books 
and all the details of their administra
tion to the inspection of the Federal 
Security Administrat.or of the United 
States. If the Senator can think of a 
Government official better qualified than 

·the Federal Security Administrator, I . 
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wjll accept that modification. I have no 
objection to it, but the Senator from 
Virginia is not asking us to do that. 

Mr. LUCAS. I understand that he is 
not; but there may be some amendments 
to the Byrd amendment before we 
finish. 

Mr. PEPPER. I hope there will be. 
Mr. LUCAS. The only thing the 

Senator from Illinois is trying to do 
is to find out whether or not there could 
be a meeting of the minds between the 
Senator from Florida and the Senator 
from Illinois upon two fundamental 
propositions with respect to the welfare 
fund. One is that certain limitations 
be · placed on· the purposes for which the 
money may be spent. The second is a 
proper accounting to someone with re
spect to the trust fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. I have no objection 
whatever to such a provision. I think 
it would be perfectly . reasonable to 
impose such a requirement. But I do 
not feel that we should go further and 
say that if we agree to the fund being 
administered by the workers, it shall 
be made unlawful to seek such a fund 
in collective bargaining. The question 
of accounting is something else. I favor 
that. · 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I am seeking· infor

mation. The Senator from Florida is 
a member of the Committee on Educa..:. 
tion and Labor. I am not. How would 
the $70,000,000 be raised, assuming that 
that is the figure agreed upon? I do 
not mean to imply that the Senator 
would be unalterably opposed to an 
amendment. I am assuming, for the 
sake of argument, that there is a defi·
nite procedure. Does the Senator have 
in mind how the $70,000,000 under dis
cussion is to be raised? 

Mr. PEPPER. In the first place, my 
position is that we ought not to. inter
fere with the right of · these parties to 
bargain with respect to this matter. I 
believe that this is a proper subject of 
negotiation. Congress ought not to step 
in and say, "You may not negotiate on 
this subject in the ordinary way." 

Mr. Lewis' proposal is that there be a 
7-percent levy on the gross pay rolls 
in the mining industry, and that that 
sum be set aside for the health and wel
fare fund which he has described, to be 
administered by the workers· themselves. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Seven percent? . 
Mr. PEPPER. ·Seven percent ~s the 

figure stated by Mr. Lewis. He stated 
that he was willing to negotiate the mat
ter. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let us-call the 7 per
cent a pay-roll tax-not in any spirit of 
derision, but in order to give it some 
nomenclature. If the 7-percent pay-roll 
tax were agreed upon, how much would 
it amount to by way of increase in the 
wages of the miners, assuming that they 
were to receive it in pay rather than in 
hospital fund? 

Mr. PEPPER. I presume I am cor .. 
rect in .the arithmetical assumption that 
it would be the equivalent of 7 percent 
on the gross pay roll of all the workers. 

Mr. TYDINGS. How much would that 
.be an hour? 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not know. I have 
seen no figure relating to hourly wages. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I wonder if the Sen
ator would be good enough, at his leisure, 
to ascertain what that would mean in 
terms of an hourly incre'ase in pay, as
suming that it were all given to the 
miners rather than being placed in a 
welfare fund. Then I would appreciate 
it if the Senator would show us how that 
would be reflected in the increased cost 
of coal. I repeat that I am asking these 
questions in no sense of derision or criti
cism. I am asking them . in order that 
I may understand the elements entering 
into the question now under discussion. 
Has the Senator the answers to my ques-
tions? · 

Mr. PEPPER; I do not have them 
here. I have· some information with re
spect to the wage structure in the bitu
minous· coal industry, and perhaps we 
could relate it to that information. Let 
me give one or two figures. The gross 
weekly earnings average as low as $40.63 
for inside trimmers, and as high as 
$80.48 for inside maintenance mechan
ics. So I judge that the weekly wage 
scale varies between $40.63 and $80.48 a 
week. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I agree with the Sen
ator that this question, in its present 
state, at least, ought to be basically the 
subject of collective bargaining between 
the miners and the mine owners; but in 
the event we are to formulate a national 
policy, I am interested in knowing the 
ingredients as definitely as I can deter
mine them. 

The third question I should like to ask 
is this: Does the Senator know why there 
is objection to having the mine owners 
represented on the Board of Manage
ment in the expenditure of this fund? 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not know. How
ever, the gist of Mr. Lewis' statement is 
that the fund is primartly for the benefit 
of the workers, and he feels- that the 
workers should use the fund in the way 
which will be most beneficial to the 
workers. He feels that the workers are 
better , tdges of their own needs than 
are the employers. However, the Sena
tor knows, from the pamphlet from 
which I read the other day, that in .the 
case of the programs which are already 
in effect, approximately a third of them 
are administered by the union; approxi
mately a third by the employees and em
ployers together; and about a third by 
private insurance companies which cover 
the insured persons. So there is no defi
nite pattern. All three patterns are em
ployed in connection with existing plans. 

Mr. TYDINGS. As I stated the other 
day, I believe that miners are engaged 
in one of the most hazardous undertak
ings of any group of working men in the 
co'4ntry. From what little I ·know, I do 
not believe that the working conditions 
of miners have improved to as great an 
extent as those of workers in other in
dustries in many respects, considering 
the safeguards whic)l have been thrown 
around other workers. But i am in no 
sense depreciating the general objective 
which is sou.ght. I feel that we must re
flect very seriously .upon the fact that if 
a pattern is established, in time that 
pattern must translate itself to the whole 

· country. l'berefore it is important that 

the first pattern be the right p~ttern; 
otherwise, we shall have what we have 
already had. One strike has followed 
another over the country as the leveling 
off process has .Proceeded in the wake of 
the first settlement. We do not wish to 
prolong the series of strikes. We ought 
to establish some kind of pattern which, 
if followed, would be wholesome for the 
whole country. 

Mr. PEPPER. I will say to the able · 
'Senator that in his statement Mr. Lewis 
points out that one of the unions which 
already has a plan of this character is 
Sidney Hillman's union, the Amalga
mated Clothing Workers Union. He 
points out that in that instance the pay
roll tax, arrived at by vol.untary agree
ment with the employer, is either 3 or 
3% perc·ent of the gross pay roll. That 
is an existing plan. Mr. Lewis says that 
if that amount is fair in a ~edentary in
dustry like the g~rinent workers' indus
try, 7 percent,. or twice that much, 9er
tainly shoul(l hot be considered extreme 
in so hazardous ~n occupation as coal 
mining. That may or may not be true. 

Mr. TYDINGS. From the standpoint 
of accidents, I believe that the mining 
industry would be by far the more haz
ardous of the two. But from the stand
point of health, aside from· accident, 
even though the miner is exposed to ~ 
darkness and all sorts of hazards, he 
prob.ably is not suffering in health to the 
same extent as are those who sometime::; 
do not get enough air, and who are sub
jected to other unfavorable conditions, 
which at least used to exist. The point is 
that if the 7-percent pay-roll tax is to 
prevail I am interested in knowing what 
its equivalent would be in the form of 
an increase in wages, and whether or not, 
if it is adopted, it is to be followed by the 
18%-cent pattern which bas more or 
less swept the ~ntire country . . 

Those of us in the Senate who are 
dealing with this question deal with it 
reluctantly. l am sorry there is a strike. 
We have provided machinery, by collec
tive bargaining, to prevent . strikes. I 
should be very happy, as I believe all my 
colleagues would be, if we knew that all 

. these strikes would be settled, so that we 
could have a long pull down the roadway 
of peace and complete the reconversion 
job. But so long as we must discuss the 
question I should like more specific in
formation and less general information 
as to what is involved. I should like to 
know, in dollars and cents, what it 
means, what' its effect on the country is 
to be, and what its ramifications are to 
be, before committing myself too spe
cifically either in approval or disap
proval of the particular provisions of the 
bill and of the pending amendment. If 
the Senator . will obtain the information 
which I .have requested, and either give 
it to me privately or give it to the Sen
ate, I think he will contribute toward 
informing us all and hasten the solution 
of this problem. · 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
very much for his very fair and fine in
quiry. However, I think I should submit 
this observation: The Senator from · 
Florida is not the one who is asking his 
colleague's to adopt the particular 
amendment which we were discussing 
before I offered the amendment which I 

t' 
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proposed. It was the Senator from Vir
ginia lMr. BYRD] who offered that par
ticular amendment. It was he who 
thought that there was such a great pub
lic wrong in prospect that there should 
be a statutory prohibition against its oc
currence. In my judgment it is the ob
ligation of the able Senator- from Vir
ginia to satisfy us that the amendment 
which he proposes is justified. It would 
reach into the bargaining chamber and 
place the hand of restraint upon the em
ployees, and say, "Thou shalt not ask for 
a health fund to be administered by the 
union." I think it is up to the Senator 
from Virginia to tell us why we should 
adopt an amendment which would in
validate a health-and-welfare fund al
ready in existence for over 200,000 work
ers in this country, and which was ar
rived at by collective bargaining. I 
think the Senator realiz2s the spirit in 
which I make that statement, and I am 
glad to try to obtain information from 
him. But the Senator from Virginia of
fered his amendment and then Said very 
little about it, evidently because he felt 
that the Senate was in such a mood that 
it wculd adopt practically any kind of 
restrictive amendment which was offered 
in regard to labor. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Assuming for the sake 

of argument that the proposal to which 
the Senator from Florida is now address- 
ing himself were adopted in reasonably 
satisfactory terms, either through the 
medium of collective bargaining or by 
means of legislative approval, is it the 
thought of the Senator from Florida that 
thereafter there woul(i not be a need 
for the national health insurance law 
known as the Murray-Dingell proposal? 

Mr. PEPPER. I am glad the Senator 
has asked that question. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I mean that if that 
idea spread, would it cure the situation 
which the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MuRRAY], together with his colleague in 
the House, have attempted to cure by 
means of a measure of Nation-wide 
operation? 

Mr. PEPPER. I say to the Sen a tor 
that it would make great progress, in 
my opinion, toward the solution of that 
problem. But the Wagner-Murray
Dingell bill itself has in it a provision 
by means of which plans of this char
acter can be fitted into that legislation, 
if it ever is enacted by the Congress. 
I say it would go a long way in the right 
direction. One reason why I look with 
considerable sympathy on the subject 
is that we do not now have a comprehen
sive bill for the national health, like the~ 
bill intrdduced in the Senate by the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY] and 
the Senator from New York [Mr. WAG
NER], and in the House of Representatives 
by Representative DINGELL. But until 
Congress is ready to enact such a meas
ure, the health and welfare funds to 
which I have been referring are funda
mentally all that exist to take care of 
the workers in the United States. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to dispute what the Senator has 
said, but let me point out that all of us 

are getting into a rather contradictory 
position. On the one hand, we are ask
ing that collective· bargaining, as the 
Senator has correctly argued, should be 
carried' on with a minimum of interfer
ence by Government. On the other 
hand, we are trying to write collective 
bargaining into law. 

The Wagner Act was placed on the 
statute books in order to ·provide labor 
and capital with an opportunity to sit 
down and bargain together without in
t~rference from anyone; and if men did 
riot want work, they had a right to go on 
strike; and if those who owned factories 
did not want to operate them, they had 
a right to close them. That was the 
happy theoretical philosophy. 

Now w~ find that just so soon as some 
strikes occur, there is a desire to throw 
the whole machinery overboard, and to 
destroy the gains which political orators 
talked about and said that labor had 
made-the sacred right , of collective 
bargaining and other rights of the work
ingmen 

As I see the situation, both sides are 
attempting to enlarge the field of collec
tive bargaining. That' attempt is made 
by both those \Vho have upheld it as a 
wonderful benefit and those who have 
attacked it. 

Mr. PEPPER. I understand that 
situation. But I am sure the Senator 
would wish to exculpate the Senator from 
Montana and myself who are opposing 
the proposed restrictions on collective 
bargaining. If we favor the Wagner
Murray-Dingell bill, it is because we feel 
that the self-employed, as well as those 
who are employed .by employers and 
people generally throughout the country, 
should be covered by the plan. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Of course. But all the 
people would h_ave a right to quit work 
tomorrow morning if they did not have 
the kind of betterment they wanted. 

Mr. PEPPER: That is true. 
Mr. TYDINGS. If we are going to 

work out the matter under the act, I 
think we should set up the terms of col
lective bargaining. But if we set up the 
terms of collective bargaining, I think we 
should be specific both in regard to what 
is collective bargaining and what is not. 
It should not be both fish and fowl. I say 
that without any attempt to criticize, but 
in order to state the obvious. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
not sure I understand the full import of 
what the able Senator from Maryland 
has said. 

As the situation is today, collective 
bargaining is broad and open, as be
tween employer and employee. They can . 
agree ·on a 3% percent pay-roll tax, the 
money to be administered by the employer 
and the employees jointly, or by a private 
insurance company, or· by the employees 

. themselves, or they can agree upon some 
other plan. At the present time, there is 
no law to tell them what they may do. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. PEPPER. The Senator from Vir

ginia proposes to change that freedom. 
He proposes to limit their freedom of ac
tion, with the result that they will not 
be able, even by means of voluntary agree
ment, to raise a fund for that purpose. 
Apparently the Senator from Virginia is 

not objecting to the raising of the fund 
by the employer altogether, or even to 
having it passed on' to the public. He is 
saying that such a fund cannot be raised 
in any way if majority representation in 
its administration is to go to the em
ployees. 

That is a hamstringing of .the freedom 
of the employE>r and the employees to 

' work out a mutually agreeable compro
mise. 

The Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill is ·an 
entirely differe~t thing. It is simply a 
measure which levies a tax-or it will, 
when all of its parts are put together_:_ 
upon those who work for employers. The 
tax will be in a certain amount. The em
ployer will be. required to pay the same 
amount, and there will be certain Fed
·eral appropriations, and perhaps some 
State appropriations in the long run, one 
way or another. to make up the total sum 
of money which will make possible the 
providing of all the care that is contem
plated. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not believe that 
if that measure were on the statute books 
today, it would satisfy the miners who 
feel that they ~re engaged in an extra 
ha~ardous occupation and that they 
should have something in addition to the 
benefits provided by · that measur-e. 

Mr. PEPPER. It might be that ·they 
would ask for more. · 
- Mr. TYDINGS. And they might do so 

understandably, we might say, if that is 
to be. the principle. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct. 
Mr. TYDINGS. ·Therefore, even 

though the Murray-Dingell bill were en
acted and were on the statute books, we 

· probably would be faced with the situa
tion that, no sooner were it written on the 
statute books, than the workers in many 
lines of activity-such as mining-would 
feel that they needed something more 
than that, something to supplement it, if 
it were tQ be worth the value which its 
authors evidently have in mind. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the . 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. · MURRAY. It seems to me that 

the provisions of the Wagner-Murray
Dingell bill are so broad that they would 
give complete coverage to everyone who 
came within its protection. They would 
give coverage for hospital medical care~ 
for medical care at home, for medical 
care in the office. Everything would be 
covered by it, so as to give complete, mod
ern medical care to everyone who came 
under the operation of the act. 

If every union in the United States had 
a welfare fund such as the one which is 
contemplated in connection with the coal 
miners' union case, only a very small per
centage of the American people would 
be covered, and the cost of operating such 
funds would be more expensive than the 
cost of operating a Nation-wide plan of 
health insurance. 

Mr. TYDINGS. A NatioJ;l-Wide plan 
would cover everyone. 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes, it would, and it 
would reduce the costs. That is one of 
the strong arguments in favor of a Na
tion-wide compulsory plan, as against 
voluntary systems. ' 
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Mr. TYDINGS. Of course, Mr. Presi

dent~ both the Senator from Florida and 
the Senator from Montana know that if 
the program goes througl:l, regardless of 
its merits-and I am not saying it has no 
merits-the ultimate cost will be passed 
on to the consumers. Mr. Lewis admits 
that. 

Mr. MURRAY. Certainly. It seems to 
me that if employment in a given indus
try is very dangerous to the health of 
the workers who are engaged in it the 
industry should its'elf provide such a pro
gram rather than throw the burden on 
the entire population of the United 
States. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I was 
just thinking that perhaps that would be 
a preferable way to approach-- the whole 
question of the welfare fund, namely, by 
the medium of. a national law. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, my un
derstanding is that organized labor in 
the United States is in favor of a na
tional health program; and would gladly 
contribute their proportion to its support. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator. 
If he will allow me to ask the Senator 
from Florida one more question, I should 
like to draw the issue as between tbe pro
posal set forth in the Byrd amendment 
and the position taken by the Senator 
from Florida. Whether the Byrd amend
ment were adopted or rejected, the ulti
mate cost would be the same, and the 
control of the fund would be all that 
would be at stake. Does the Senator 

1 agree with me on that statement? 
Mr. PEPPER. I believe the Senator 

might assume that to be true. 
Mr. TYDINGS. So whether the Byrd 

amendment were adopted or rejected, the 
probabilities are that the fund itself 
would be the same, whether raised jointly 
by the miners and the operators, or raised 
in larger proportion by the operators than 
by the miners. So we are not concerned 
here with the cost to the ultimate con
sumer. Does the Senator agree with that 
statement? 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Under the Byrd 

amendment the miners would not have 
exclusive control of the fund. Am I cor
rect in that statement? 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Under the Byrd 

amendment the operators, the miners, 
and the public would have joint control 
of the fund. Is that statement correct? · 

Mr. PEPPER. As I understand, there 
is nothing said in the Byrd amendment 
about the public. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I assume that the Sen
ator from Virginia would be agreeable to 
incorporating in his amendment a pro
vision including the public. What would 
be the objection to having the miners, the 
operators, and the public all represented 
in the expenditure or disbursement of the 
fund? 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not have the slight
est objection to that being done, provided 
that it is agreed to between the employer 
and the employee. However, I do not be
lieve that Congress should write a law 
and tell the employer and the employee 
exactly how a fund collected by them 
should be administered. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is an under
standable viewpoint, and I think there is 
a great deal in the philosophy of our 
Labor Relations Act to support it. But, 
what I am trying to get at is what the 
doctors call isolating the germ. I wish 
to reduce the controversy to what is in
volved in the dispute. All that is in
volved in the dispute is, who shall control 
the fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. In respect to that part 
of the Byrd amendment, yes. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is what I mean. 
Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The other question is 

whether the miners are to control it and 
report to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, or whether the operators 
and miners are to control it and report 
to nobody or report to the SEC ·or 
whether the miners, operators, and pub
lic are to control it and report to no
body or to the SEC. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is a substantially 
correct statement in respect to the Byrd 
amendment. 

Mr. TYDINGS. So the ultimate cost 
to the consumer will be the same, and the 
size of the welfare fund will be the same, 
no matter how it is raised. So · far as 
this particular part of the amendment 
is concerned, we have now gotten down 
to the question of, Who is to have control 
of the expenditure of the money? That 
seems to be the only issue remaining. 

Mr. PEPPER . . That is correct. The 
Senator will also recognize that the 
amendment will not only tell employers 
that they cannot in the future enter into 
such co:n,tracts, but it will invalidate con
tracts which approximately 200,000 em
ployees have already made with their 
employers, and will prevent those em
ployees from administering the fund 
which they already have. 
. Mr. TYDINGS. I do not believe the · 
amendment would invalidate contracts 
which already had been entered into be
cause, obviously, they were entered into 
before there was any law making them 
invalid. But, when those contracts are 
renewed they would have to be renewed 
under conditions which Congress had 
prescribed. I think the word "invali
date," while not altogether ill-advised. is 
not so ac-curate as are words which the 
Senator usually employs. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am not 
at all sure that when parties enter into a 
contract the contract is not always 
amenable to a possible change in the law. 
I am not at all sure that the amendment 
would not make it impossible for any 
employee to receive in the future, any of 
the funds, even under the existing con
tracts. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. DOWNEY. I should like to invite 

the Senator's attention to the present 
old-age pension system of the United 
States. That unfortunate system gives 
only an average of about $24 a month to 
the retired worker at age 65. An increas
ing number o"f large corporations are vol
unteering, or perhaps as a result of col
lective bargaining, to set up pension sys
tems. In many such systems the amount 

of the retirement payment to be made 
available to the worker runs 50 percent 
and upward, or several times the amount 
of the old-age insurance pension. In 
practically all those systems provision is 
made that the employer -shall be given 
credit in his payment to the worker for 
the amount which he has paid under the 
old-age insurance system. As a matter 
of fact, in certain States which have made 
provision for the safeguarding of the 
systems of private corporations, provi
sion is made that the private corporation 
shall be entitled to deduct f:om its pay
ments to the worker an alllount equal to 
the amount which has been paid under 
old-age insuran.ce. As the Senator has 
already stated, the proposed Murray
Dingell-Wagner bill does make provision 
for incorporating such an arrangement. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
glad that the Senator has emphasized 
that. It will be seen that if this proposal 
were established as a precedent, it would 
be in the direction of what I believe all 
of us have been expecting to be done, 
namely, in some way provide adequate 
funds to aid in taking care of the health 
of the American people. 

Mr. MURRAY. If the Byrd amend
ment were adopted it would either in
validate the existing contracts now in 
force, or it would prevent them from 
being renewed. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. MURRAY. In many of those in

stances the employers have voluntarily 
and freely entered into the contracts 
because they did not want to have the 
burden of administering the fund. They 
thought that it would be more efficiently 
administered if the workers were to take 
over the administrative work. So the 
pending amendment would prevent man
agement from voluntarily placing in the 
hands of the workers the administration 
of the fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator is ab
solutely correct. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. The able Senator from 

Maryland discussed a point which I have 
previously discussed on the ftoor of the 
Senate. I should like to ask the Sena
tor from Florida whether he has any 
facts disclosing the minimum wages of 
miners at the present time. My under
standing is that approximately $1 an 
hour is the minimum wage. 

Mr. PEPPER. I believe the Senator to 
be justified in that assumption. I read 
a little while ago that the wage varied 
from $40.63 a weak, that is gross weekly 
earnings, for inside trimmers, to as high 
as $80.48 a week for inside maintenance 
mechanics. I am having a check made 
on those figures. For the 18,000 workers 
employed in strip mines the national 
straight-time averages ranged from 97 
cents an hour for ground men and slate -

. pickets, to $1.64 for power-shovel oper
ators. 

Mr. LUCAS. The minimum wage in 
the mines being $1 an hour, I believe I 
am correct in saying that if the 7-per
cent pay-roll tax were added, the labor 
cost would be raised to $1.07. 
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· Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 

Mr. LUCAS. So if 18¥2 cents were 
added with respect to the wages which 
will ultimately-be bargained for, the in
crease would be to $1.25¥2. The increase 
would move up in line with the wage 
being paid to individuals in the mines. 
So it might go as high, in some instances, 
as 15 cents or 20 cents. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I do not 
want to be placed in the position of say
ing that there should be a gross pay-roll 
tax of 7 percent. I do not know what 
it should be. I believe, however, that if 
Mr. Lewis had insisted on 7 perc.ent, and 
management had said that 7 percent was 
too much, but "we are willing to offer you 
3¥2 percent" anq the negotiators had 
considered the matter seriously, they 
could perhaps have found a figure upon 
which they could have agreed through 
c·ollective bargaining. 
· Again I say, I do not want to exculpate 
Mr. Lewis from any degree of fault he 
may deserve to be assessed with and I 
think the manner in which he has han-

1 died the situation is certainly culpable, 
because he has not put as much empha
sis on the needs of his workers as he 
appeared to put on the exercise of arbi
trary power. But again it may be that 
the whole story has not been told by the· 
press. I do not Know, because I have 
not sat in on the negotiations, I have not 
talked with anyone, directly or indirectly, 
on either side of the controversy. I am 
merely saying that we here in the Senate 
should not step in and pass a law which 
would prescribe' who had to administer 
the fund and how much the fund had 
to be. I think that there is a legitimate 
sphere for collective bargaining and that 
the Senator from Virginia has not made 
out a case which would justify us in 
interfering with the free right of collec
tive bargaining by those engaged in the 
controversy. · 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 'FuN

NELL in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
Maryland? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr .. TYDINGS. ·Assuming for the sake 

of the argument that the wage is a dollar 
an hour-and not whether it is a fair 
.wage, but assuming that for the pur
poses of this discussion-and there were 
a 7-percent tax on that, that would be 7 
cents, and it would still be 11¥2 cents 
under the 18¥2 cents an hour which has 
pretty well been the general pattern 
followed throughout the country. As I 
understand the problem, I think Mr. 
Lewis' one demand up to now has been 
for the welfare fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. I understood him to 
make that a condition. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I understand from 
the press-! do not know whether I am 
reliably informed or not-that before .he 
will discuss wages, he wants to get the 
welfare fund question settled. · 

Mr. PEPPER. That is what I under-· 
' stand. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Assuming that the 
welfare fund were settled at 7 percent or 
7 cents an hour, to use just a haphazard 
yardstick, I wonder if then the amount 
Mr. Lewis would want added to that 7 

cents an hour for a welfare fund would 
be the difference between 18¥2 cents and 
7, or whether the 18¥2 cents would be 
superimpose,d on the 7 cents. · 

My reason for asking the question is 
that regardless of the merits-and it may 
be very just that the whole 18¥2 cents be. 
superimposed on the 7-labor competi
tion being' what it is, I wonder whether 
or not we would not start off a new train 
of strikes by men who would feel that · 
having now put one group of labor on 
this plane, and they not getting as much 
as they thought they would get, 7 cents 
an hour should be added to what they 
now receive. 

I am not a negotiator, but so long as 
this discussion is on the Senate floor, it 
seems to me at this longer distance, and 
without knowing all the elements in dis
pute, if the whole equation were written 
out, the demands and rejections, we 
could tell a little more quickly where we 
are going than we can when we do not 
know what .all the evidence in the case 
is, upon which we are supposed to pass 
our judgment. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct 
about that, and it is what we have been 
trying to emphasize from the beginning, 
namely, that because the country was 
disturbed, and properly so, about the 
strikes and work stoppages, the Senate 
suddenly determines to take the bit in 
its teeth and enact legislation which will 
affect the strikes. The Senator from 
Virginia has an idea that John L. Lewis 
has been exacting a royalty from the em
ployers, 10 cents a ton, the figure which 
was mentioned, and he comes forward 
with an amendment which provides that 
no employer may pay any sum of money 

· or other thing of value to the repre
sentatives of employees, or to any em
ployees. Then some of us, including the 
Senator from Maryland and several 
other Senators on the floor, ,call atten
tion to the sweeping prohibition of the 
amendment of the Senator from Vir
ginia; and he comes back the next day 
and modifies the amendment, saying he 
does not object to the miners having a 
health fund provided management shall 
have an equal share in its administra
tion. Of course, he still leaves in many 
other prohibitions, which the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] pointed 
out a few days ago, one of them being 
that it would prohibit a contribution to 
a baseball game, for example, or to recre
ational facilities, and that kind of thing. 
What the Senator from Virginia was 
striking at was John L. Lewis' negotia
tion, to make it illegal to ask a health 
fund as a condition of exacting an agree
ment. 

We contend the Senator from Virginia 
has not made 'out a case to show that in 
an instance such as this collective · bar
gaining by the free will of the employer · 
and employee should not be followed. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY.' Is it entirely correct 

to say that the 7 cents would go to the 
worker ·in the nature of compensation? 
Could it be regarded as a part of what 
he is earning? · · 

Mr. PEPPER. I do ·not think so. 
Mr. MURRAY. My understanding is 

that mining is a very dangerous indus:
tty in which to work, and that health 
conditions are very bad. The miners 
have silicosis and many other diseases 
which result from work in the mines. 
So the 7 cents is not something that goes 
to the worker. It is a fund to protect 
him from disease. He does . not get it. 
If he were working in a factory he would 
not need the protection he should have 
when working in a mine. I do not think 
it is proper to start computing what the 
mine worker is going to earn and then 
add the 7' cents which is to go to the 
health program. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso
lutely correct in emphasizing, first, that 
not a dime of this money will go into 
the pocket of any worker. He will not 
be able to buy an extra penny's worth of 
food, clothing, shelter, or anything else 
unrelated to illness. The fund would 

· have two salutary effects. First, it would 
give the mines more effective labor, by 
preventing illness among the workers due 
to preventive medicine and to curative 
medicine which might be administered 
to the workers in hospitals or otherwise. 
That is the first thing. It would tend to 
make the coal miner a more efficient 
worker, and keep him in the mines more 
days than he otherwise would be there. 

The second result would be to make 
whole the bodies the mines had hurt, so 
far as medical science and care could 
provide for an injury or ·disability in
flicted upon a miner. If a rock should 
fall , as in the case of the man Burns, 

· from Alabama, whose case I described, 
who had a rock fall on him and paralyze 
him, does anyone deny that the mine or 
the mine system of .this country should 
provide for his care? Either the mines 
have to do it or the public has to do it, 
or the poor man has to go uncared for. 

Is there anything wrong with adding 
to the cost of coal the cost to repair 
breakage to machines and the breakage 
of human bodies, which occur in the pro
duction of coal from the coal mines? 
That is all this amounts to. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield . 
Mr. MURRAY. Such a program 

would also relieve the local communities 
and States from the burden which would 
·be cast upon them as a result of the 
injuries and as the result of the condi
tions of disease surrounding the miners, 
rendering them unfit to work. The bur
den falls on the general taxpayer in
stead of where it should fall, upon the 
industry that is responsible. 
· Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. I was told of a certain 
State a few days ago-! shall not name 
the State, because I am not sure my in
formant was correct-where much coal 
is produced, and that State does not have 
a severance tax, that is to say, the com
pany goes ' down into the earth of the 
State and takes out this valuable nat
ural resource, coal. It sells the coal in 
the markets of the country for a profit. 
Yet if that mine in that community 
broke a ~an's back, or deprived him of 



5272 CONGRESSIONAL .RECORD-SENATE MAY 20 

a limb, or made him an invalid for the 
rest of his life, · the very community, the 
very State, which loses that natural re
source without compensation, · would 
have to pay for the wreckage the mine 
operation leaves on the State itself. 
That is not fair. So I see nothing wrong 
with the principle of providing a health 
fund for every industry. 

Mr. President, I was about to refer a 
while ago to the degree of ill health and 
lack of care prevailing in the United 
States, and I should like to finish that 
subject. I pointed out that illness and 
accidents caused the average industrial 
worker to lose about 12 days from pro
duction a year, representing a loss of 
about 60,000,000 man-days annually. 
Sickness and accidents cost the United 
States at least $8,000,000,000 a year. · 

When the able Senator from Illinois 
was talking about how much this fund 
would be, how much this 7 percent, if 
that ·were the figure, would cost, he 
failed to take into consideration how 
much illness cost, and that if adequate 
medical care could be provided we could 
diminish the cost of illness to the whole 
of society. , 

Mr. LUCAS. W-ill the Senator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. What does the Senator 

think about the bill for accidents and 
loss in health and wages, loss in time, 
loss in property, in the event the parties 
to. the controversy do not reach some 
sort of an agreement through collective 
bargaining? 

Mr. PEPPER. The loss will continue 
to fall upon the one who happens to sus
tain it. The worker sustains it himself 
i.i' no other plan is providei for meet
ing it. 

Mr. LUCAS. I am going to repeat 
what I visualize is coming in this country 
in the·· way of paralyzing our economy 
and throttling our industries to the point 
where nothing will be produced unless 
these strikes are settled. There will be 
many accidents and much sickness, and 
many people will sufier; there will be 
billions upon billions of dollars of losses 
upon the other 137,000,000 Americans 
who live in this country. It is not a one
way street, in view of the crisis which 
is approaching. 

Mr. PEPPER. We all know that, but 
why not put in the Byrd amendment a 
prohibition against the mine owner..; re
fusing to negotiate on this subject? Why · 
not send them to the penitentiary if 
they say they will not agree to such a 
principle as that which has been pro
posed? 

Mr. LUCAS. Let me say to the Sen
ator, on the question of collective bar
gaining, that one of the things that ex
cited me from the beginning was the 
failure on the part of Lewis to do any 
collective bargaining in this coal strike . . 
So far as I have heard, no one on the 
floor of the Senate or anywhere else .has 
ever attempted to defend Lewis for the 
·days he wasted while the coal supply 
of the country became smaller and 
smaller and smaller, never telling the 
American people or the operators or 
anyone else about the welfare plan which 
the Senator now is defending in the 
Senate. I do not remember the Senator 
from Florida saying anything about a 

welfare plan until John L. Lewis laid his 
proposition before the operators some 
5 or 6 days ago. · 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, again, 
as I said, I am not defending John L. 
Lewis, but I think it bas been stated 
in the newspapers from the very be
ginning that John L. Lewis laid down 
an ultimatum and said, "Unless you are 
willing to agree in principle to the wei-

. fare and health fund we will not discuss 
anything else." I think the Senator re
members that in the newspapers. 

Mr. LUCAS. I do not want to dis
agree with the able Senator, but from 
my information, and I believe it is re
liable, for days and days-and I should 
like to have someone successfully dispute 
this statement, and I should like to know 
the truth about it-for days and days 
the operators of the coal mines and John 
L. Lewis met, and not a single thing was 
done. They met, talked about the 
Bible, talked about literature, talked 
about the weather, and adjourned wjth
out anyone saying what was wanted,_and 
the only individual who could lay down 
the demands for what he wanted was 
Lewis who represented the miners who 
were out on strike. The conferees 
thought at the time, as I understand, 
that Lewis was going to talk sometime 
about wages and about hours, and one 
day he dropped a hint, after the nine- . 
teenth day, that he might talk about a 
10 cents per ton royalty for a welfare 
fund, but at no time did he lay down a 
proposal until the United States Senate 
some 2 weeks ago started to discuss the 
seriousness of the situation throughout 
the country. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I do not 
think what the Senator from Illinois has 
said is justified by the facts with respect 
to what occurred in this controversy. It 
is my understanding that in the begin
ning of' these J)egotiations Lewis laid 
down an ultimatum and said, "We will 
not discuss wages, we will not discuss 
working conditions until you agree in 
principle about a health and welfare 
fund." Management would not agree, 
and until management agreed to the 
principle, Lewis would not suilmit the de-
tails. · 

Mr. President, this is the statement 
which the mine owners made, I believe~ 
on the 15th day of this month, the day 
following Lewis' statemertt which ap
peared in the New York Times. I read a 
part of it: 

Third, that it is a matter of public concern 
and is therefore a problem that should be 
considered not by this wage conference but 
by public legislative bodies and then only 
after a complete and thorough investigation 
by such legislative bodies of all the problems 
involved. 

This proposal presents to' the conference 
a new social theory and philosophy the effect 
of which would extend to every industry in 
America, and as such must be considered 
and acted upon as a national problem and. 
not as one relating to the coal industry 
alone, and in the judgment of the commit-· 
tee, we repeat, is one to be considered by pub
lic legislative bodies. 

·Then they go on .to say that they will 
not entertain such a proposal and will 
not agree to it at all. They do say that 
they would agree to some kind of a little 
fund for emergency cases to be adminis-

tered by the Red Cross. But even on the 
last day, when it was presented, they were 
just as adamant as I imagine they were 
the first day the matter was presented to 
the conference. If the Senate wants to 
pass some law on the subject it would be 
much more consistent with humanity to 
tell the employers they have got to pro
vide a health fund than it would be for us 
to deny the employees the r.ight to de
mand one from management, either em
ployes in the coal mines or in any other 
industry. 

What I am complaining about, how
ever, is that the employer can be as 
stubborn as he will, and can say, "I will 
not give you a health fund; I will not 
give you a welfare fun.P," and yet if the 
worker stops working, the whole blame 
for the work stoppage is placed upon the 
worker and not on the selfish and stub
born employer who refuses to cut down 
the amount of his profit, who refuses to 
be the collecting agent from the public, 
even though in doing so he saves the lives 
and the health and the working strength 
of the working people of his own industry. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I have no desire to 

·take. sides in the controversy as to who 
makes the most money, or whether the 
operator makes a profit or not, but the 
Senator from Florida, I am sure, will be 
fair enough to admit that whether the 
increase is 5 cents or 10 cents or 15 cents 
or 18 cents or 20 cents or 25 cents an hour, 
the operator is going to make just as 
much profit after the increased charge is . 
put on the price of coal as he would make 
if there had been no increase at ali put 
upon it, because he is going to super
impose his profit upon the increased 
price of his product, which will be re
fiect~d in the sales price. If he did not 
do so he would not open his coal mine. 
So the operator will be just as well ofi if 
he gives the miners a dollar an hour 
more as be will be if he gives the miners 
25 cents an hour more or 15 cents an 
hour or 10 cents an hour or 5 cents an 
hour more. The operator is going to 
make his profit or he is not going to 
operate his coal mine, and Senators can 
all count on that. The public is going 
to pay the bill in any case, no matter 
what increase may be arrived at. 

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator from 
Maryland is essentially correct. If he 
is completely correct, however, I cannot 
understand why the management is so 
stubbornly refusing to negotiate this sub
ject, and so adamant in saying it will 
not yield any kind of a fund that amounts 
in substance and character to a health 
fund. · 

The second thing the Senator from 
Maryland is probably overlooking is the 
fact that there might be some detriment 
to management in this·, in that it might 
put the price of coal, as a competitor to 

. some other kind of fuel, in such a high 
bracket that it would not be so well able 
to compete with other kinds of fuels. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That situation would 
not last very long, Mr. President, because 
no sooner does the price of coal go up 
because of the establishment of some 
fund of this sort than the price of oil will 
go up by reason of the fact that the oil 
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workers will also want to have the same 
sort of plan established with respect to 
them. We saw what has happened in 
connection with other recent strikes. 
There was a strike of automobile work
ers, and they received an increase in 
wages. Then came the strike of the steel 
workers. Following that came the strike 
of the farm-machinery employees, as a 
result of which farmers cannot get the 
machinery necessary for the operations 
on their farms. Then came the coal 
strike, and now we have the threatened 
railroad strike, and we will not lj)e 
through until all workers get up on the 
same plane where those who struck first 
now are, and then all prices will go up 
accordingly. At that time we will be 
relatively at the point from which we 
started. Everyone receives more pay and 
everything costs more. All this commo
tion in the long run will amount to noth
ing more than a tempest in a teapot so 
far as the ultimate effect on our economy 
is concerned; for prices will go up with 
wages and wages will go up with prices. 
When all is said and done every worker, 
from the farm laborer on up, will receive 
an increase in wage, and all of tl;lem will 
'pay more for every pair of sh9es they 
buy, for every automobile, for every ton 
of coal, for every piece of farm equip
ment or for every farm implement, and 
we will have a grand old economic spree, 
and we will all sober up just about at the 
point where we were when we started to 

' get drunk. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I do not 

think there would be so great an infla
tionary tendency from a 7-percent pay
roll tax, even if that were to be the 
amount distributed in the building of 
hospitals, in paying doctors, in paying 
nurses, in providing other facilities, as 
would result if the same amount of 
money were given directly to the miner, 
and he could compete in the purchasing 
market for consumer goods with a direct 
increase in wages. · 

Mr. TYDINGS. There is something 
to what the Senator from Florida says. · 
There are often indirect benefits Jrom 
such increases. But when, either by 
Government approval or by Government 
disapproval, or by Government nod or 
by Government hint, or through a Gov
ernment negotiator, or however it was, 
the pattern was set at 18¥2 cents an hour 
in the steel strike, only an ostrich \70uld 
have failed to realize that in the course 
of time the workers in every other in
dustry would get a similar increase or a 
series of strikes would sweep the whole 
country. If the miners receive a 35-cent
an-hour increase the whole thing will 
start over again, because1 all other indus
trial workers will have to be brought up 
to that level before the side show is 
closed down. 

Mr. PEPPER. But, Mr. President, re
member that a great many workers of 
this country have already gotten health 
plans and welfare plans, arrived at by 
voluntary agreement with the manage
'ment, and they are now in effect. I shall 
refer to some of those plans ·a little later. 
I believe that there would be less infla
tion and much more good would result 
if every industry put into effect such a 

health plan than if such plans were not 
put into eff~ct. 

·Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield for one more 
question, and then I shall not disturb 
him any more this afternoon? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. The Senator and I were 

discussing a while !].go the question of 
collective bargaining or the failure of 
collective bargaining between Lewis and 
the operators in the early stages of the 
coal strike. The Senator and I do · not 
quite agree upon the facts. The Sen
ator made a statement that in the be
ginning Lewis said there was no purpose 
in presenting his proposition as to a wel
fare fund so long as the operators did not 
agree to the principle of it. That was 
my understanding of what the Senator 
from Florida said. 

Mr. PEPPER. I stated that my under
standing-and again I got it only from 
the newspapers-was that Lewis in the 
very begining of the conference said, "I 
will not negotiate upon wages or work
ing conditions or other conditions of the 
contract until you first agree to the 
principle of. a· health and welfare fund." 

Mr. LUCAS. That is the way I under
stood the Senator. I wonder why, if 
that was the position of Lewis, he finally 
did lay down the terms, even though the 
opera tors did not agree to the proposal in 
principle? If he could have done it some 
30 days after the coal strike started, he 

· could have done it long before that. · 
That is my basic dispute with John 
Lewis; for he knew better than any single 
individual in America tht effect a failm e 
to lay down his terms would have on our 
national economy. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, again I 
say that it does not make the slightest 
difference to me whether the Senator 
from Illinois· or any other Senator likes 
or dislikes Mr. John L. Lewis. I have had 
no contact, direct or indirect, with Mr. 
John L. Lewis. His statement which I 
quoted in the Senate I obtained from the 
New York Times. I have/ had no more 
contact with him than I have had with 
management. The statement of man
agement which I read I obtained from 
the New York Times. 

I am not defending John L. Lewis, ex
cept to say that so far as I know, probably 
if management had been a little yielding, 
perhaps Mr. Lewis would have been a lit
tle more y_ielding. Perhaps he is not al
together at fault. I do not know. But I 
am saying that we should not adopt the 
Byrd amendment, which would take this 
protection from the 200,000 who already 
have it. It would deny to William Green, 
Phil Murray, or John Smith, as the rep
resentative of organized or unorganized 
workers in this country, the right to make 
a health fund a condition precedent to 
executing a contract. That is all I am 
saying. The Senator from Virginia has 
shown no reason why we should adopt his 
amendment. If John L. Lewis wishes 
to be stubborn, he does not have to con
fine himself to this one excuse to be stub
born. The railway workers have threat
ened to go on strike. There is no health 
fund involved in that case. They were 
disputing over wages. John L. Lewis 

could have struck over a wage dispute as 
well as over a health fund dispute. 

Yet how unbecoming it is in the United 
States Senate to give serious considera
tion to a proposal by a Senator which 
would say to the workers, ' 'You may not 
insist upon a health-and-welfare fund 
from your employer." I say that the pas
sage of the Byrd amendment would not 
send the miners back into the mines; 
and no Senator would so ·assert. The 
Byrd amendment would hamstring iaoor 
and provoke angry remonstrance from 
them. It would tend to create more 
strikes rather than fewer strikes. It 
would make labor less yielding rather 

·than more yielding, more stubborn rather 
than less stubborn. What good would it 
do, except to show labor that the United 
States is against them, and make them 
feel that they must fight it out with their 
own strength? 

·I do not want this statement to be mis
understood, but I can imagine this Con
gress bringing about such a state of mind 
among the working people of this country 
that we shall begin to have sympatheic 
strikes. The workers evidently feel very 
deeply. Last night I heard a railway em
ployee speak with . deep · determination 
about the railway strike. We do not un
derstand their point of view because we 
are not familiar with the conditions. We 
lead a different life from the life they 
lead. But they feei very deeply con
cerned. They feel that they have been 
abused, that they have not been consid
ered. They feel that their rights have 
been ignored, and that they have been 
temporized with by those who took ad
vantage of the cooling-off period in the 
railway labor dispute to keep them work
ing under burdensome wage-and-hour 
conditions. Therefore they -have deter
mined to go to the extreme of striking. 

· When we are dealing with men who 
have such deep convictions about some
thing as close to them as their jobs, we 
have a problem in psychology as well as a 
problem in economics. All the Byrd 
amendment would do would be to make 
the psychological impasse greater and 
worse ·than it otherwise would be, 
whereas if we were not to adopt these 
restrictive amendments, but were to pass 
the bill which the committee reported, 
providing strengthened machinery for 
arbitration, mediation, and conciliation, 
my opinion is that we would work our
selves out of these strikes, and in a little 
while we would be back nearer to normal. 
After a While the country would begin to 
attain a momentum in production which 
·would be a magnificent spectacle for us 
all. But if we enact this restrictive, 
punitive, antilabor legislation, all we 
shall be doing will be to embitter those 
men. We shall give arbitrary leaders 
more power. We shall make the situa
tion worse than it is. That is what I am 
pleading with my colleagues not to do. 

Everyone knows that the Byrd amend
ment would not send the miners· back to 
work. It would not :9revent the railway 
workers from striking. It would not do 
anything but embitter the workers and 
ma}.{e them feel that we had turned our 
faces against them by preventing them 



5274 CONGRESSIONAL RECO.RD-SENAT~ MAY 20 
from obtaining a welfare fund to be ad
ministered by their own confreres, who 
have sympathy for the needs of the 
workers. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
. pore. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. PEPPER.- I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. Reverting to the dis

cussion which was taking place a few 
moments ago, when we were speaking 
about increases in wages in various in
dustries such as the automobile industry, 
the steelworkers, and so forth, is it not 
a fact that all those conditions were the 
result of the war? The war had totally 
changed the economic and social condi
tions of the country. The cost of liv
ing had gone up to such a degree that 
it would be wrong to expect those work
ers to continue at the wages they were 
receiving, in view of the high cost of 
living which ensued. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. I should like to ask this 
question: How many Senators who are 
sponsoring these restrictive amendments 
have done all they could to make OPA 
a success? How many Senators spon
soring these restrictive amendments 
have supported appropriations to make 
it possible for the OPA to enforce the 
law? Before the able Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. BALL] leaves the Cham
ber, let me invite his attention respect
fully to his statement of a few days ago, 

. which I saw reported in the press, that 
the OPA was the biggest group of Fascists 
in the United States. The able Senator 
from Minnesota is one of the sponsors 
of these restrictive amendments. The 
able Senator- did not seem sympathetic 
to the OPA. I do not know about the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. I do 
not know whether he has supported the 
OPA all the way through or not. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? -

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. BALL. When the OPA extension 

bill comes before the Senate I expect to 
discuss it fully. I think I can put up a 
very good argument for the statement 
which I made, which was substantiated. 
by the further statement that most of the 
OPA officials do not seem to believe in 
a free economy or the American system. 
I think I can prove that statement by 
a number of instances. However, I be
lieve we should discuss that question 
when the OPA extension bill is before the 
Senate, rather than at this time. The 
administration itself wrecked any chance 
of effective price control when it de
liberately pushed wages up 15 or 20 per
cent. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; and the Senator 
from Minnesota is overlooking the fact 
that the cost of living went up before 
wages went up. The working men and 
women were not responsible. All OPA 
and the administration did was to allow 
wages to catch up, approximately, with 
the already increased cost of living. 

Mr. TAFT. · Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. · The Senator may have 

heard Mr. Bowles' testimony before the 

committee last month. He testified that 
the average increase in wage.s per hour 
since 1941 was 62 percent, as compared 
with a 34-percent increase in the cost of 
living, before the recent large increase in 
wages was sanctioned by the adminis
tration. So the claim. that the cost of 
living had gone up before wages went up 
is not substantiated b.y Mr. Bowles' own 
testimony before the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Mr. PEPPER. I did not hear that 
testimony, but I have talked with work
ers. I have had them submit their bud
gets to a committee over which I was 
presiding, or when I was present, and I 

· have heard them tell the story as to what 
actually happened to their cost of living. 
The housewife knows more about the 
increase in the cost of living than do 
the statisticians, because she is the one 
who must buy the needs of her family. 

What I started to say was that because 
we have not given OPA sufficient per
sonnel, because we have not supported 
OPA, because we have let prices rise, then 
when the worker complains that he must 
have a larger wage we blame the worker 
and say that he is trying to break the 
economy when he demands a wage which 
will compensate him for the increased 
cost of living. Ninety-nine times out of a 
hundred it is not the fault of the workers. 
It is the fault of th_e Government in per
mitting the black market to :flourish. 
Much of the fault lies with Congress, 
and part of it with the Senate, which, as 
I remember, reduced the amount of 
money ·available to OPA so severely that 
it could not possibly enforce the OPA 
regulations against a black market which 
is spreading all over the country. 

So when the worker has a disability he 
is entitled to have some over-all con
sideration given to the reason which 
forces him to the position which he takes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Has the distin

guished Senator stated what effect the 
recent increases in wages of 18% cents 
an hour have had on the increased cost 
of living? The Senator will remember 
that President Truman stated that it was 
possible to raise wages considerably with
out at ,the same time raising commodity 
prices. But as the Senator knows, that 
has not come to pass. . Take the steel 
situation. Because of the wage increase 
in steel, as I understand, there has been 
a 10-percent increase in the cost of steel 
to the manufacturers, and yesterday a 
4- or 5-percent increase in automobile 

· prices was announced. Does not the 
Senator know that an increase in the 
cost of basic commodities is bound to be 
re:fiected in the price of every commodity 
that is manufactured? 

Mr. PEPPER. Not necessarily· so, at 
all. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator agrees 
with Mr. Bowles, I guess-that wages can 
be increased more and more without at. 
the same time making a compensating 
increase in the cost of the products. 

Mr. PEPPER. No, Mr. President; 'Mr. 
· Bowles has never contended, nor do I, 

that wages ·can be increased without 
any limit and a relative increase in the 
cost o~ living not be expected. On the 

contrary, there is some relationship, but 
there is nothing like the same ratio of 
increase. Of course, we spend our money 
for different things. For example, I 
think experience has proved that be
cause a steel worker receives 18% cents 
more wages an hour, that does not mean 
that immediately · he will have to pay 
18% cents more for everything he buys 
in the stores. The relationship simply 
does not work out in that way. 

For example, we continue to keep 
down house rents. We continue to keep 
down the prices of the variou..; things he 
buys. We do not let them rise, except 
here and there and over there, when a 
case is made for an individual commod
ity. But it takes time for the increases 
in wages to re:fiect themselves in the 
prices of the things the workers have to 
buy. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as 
the Senator knows, when we held hear
ings on the minimum-wage bill the plea 
was made that wages could be increased 
without necessarily increasing the cost 

. of the commodities. But there is one 
thing that Mr. Philip Murray, as well as 
Mr. Reuther, overlooked. Those gentle
men stated, in effect, that because enor- · 
mous profits were made from 1941 until 
1945, industry . had a kind of backlog 
whereby it could increase wages without 
at the same time increasing the prices of 
commodities. But they have overlooked. 
as I see it, that back in 1939 and 1940 
productivity kept up with wages. 

At that time it was possible :for a 
manufacturer not only to increase wages 
but at the same time to decrease the cost 
of the things he sold. The reason for 
that condition was that productivity 
kept up with the wage scales. But after 
the war, when many of the industries 
had to return to .civilian production, they 
began with productivity much lower than 
it was before the war, but with a 52-
percent increase in wages. 

I should like to ask" the Senator from 
Florida how it is possible for goods which · 
were manufactured in 1941, when pro
ductivity kept up with wages, to be sold 
today at almost the same price at which 
they were available in 1941, although a 
52%-percent increase has occurred in 
the wage structure? I should like to 
have the Senator from Florida or any 
other Senator answer that question. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Louisiana bas made a study of 
this subject. and I know he is very con
scientious in his views about it. All I 
wish to · say is to repeat what I said a 
minute ago, namely, that the policy of 
the administration was not to allow a 
break in the ·line, but to allow what was 
called a bulge in the line. The policy 
was to allow a wage increase only when 
it could be justified-to allow a steel in
crease when it could be justified, to 
allow a lumber increase when it could be 
justified, to allow a food increase when 
it could be justified. In other words, the 
relief which the Government could give 
was confined to the individual cases in _ 
which justification could be shown for 
the relief sought, and the policy was to 
worry along with it, taking care of the 
emergencies when they became acute, 
untii eventually the volumes of supply 
and demand should come into some kind 



/ 

' 1946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5275 
of relationship one with the other. I 
think that policy is as good a policy as 
any the Government could have adopted. 
I am pot any special defender of it, but 
I have yet to hear anyone propose a bet
ter policy than the one the Government 
is following. · 

I did not intend to enter into a de
tailed discussion of the OPA, except to 
say that a while ago the able Senator 
from Minnesota said he could prove that 
the OPA people were Fascist in their 
sentiments because they did not believe 
in freedom of enterprise. Yet the Sen
ator from Minnesota is one of the most 
vigorous and strenuous advocates of 
restricting enterprise in America, if the 
enterprise happens to be the working 

· strength of American working men and 
women. Oh, Mr. President, he does not 
become a liberal then. No; then he is 
in favor of -restrictive legislation-when 
the victim of his legislative wrath is the 
workingman's back. But if ·we start to 
curb an employer, he says that is a 
totalitarian policy. He s·ays that the 
·employer must have freedom of action, · 
and must not be interfered with. That 
is what he calls the private economy. 

Mr. President, I have never forgotten 
the moving words of one of the great 
men in the history of the United States, 
William Jennings Bryan, who said in 
substance that the definition of "busi
nessman" has been made too narrow; 
that the man who goes down into the 
mines or the man ,who goes up on the 
mountain tops or the man who goes out 
in the morning and toils all day in the 
field, the man who goes out in the spring 
and labors during all the summer, is as 
much a businessman as the man who 
sits oh the board of trade and bets on 
the prtce of grain, and that these labor:
ers have their capital in the capital of 
human strength. Mr. President, that 
capital, too, is entitled to the benefit of 
the same principles of ·freedom which 
Senators would give to other kinds of 
capital which -may happen to be rep
resented by money. 

No, Mr. President; the liberals who 
become liberal in respect to not inter
fering with the freedom of action of man
agement, but become totalitarian when 
they are dealing with labor, are not con
sistent. If I err, Mr. President, I prefer 
to err on the side of protecting human 
rights, rather than on the side of pro
tecting somebody's dollars or somebody's 
profits or even somebody's business. Mr. 
President, if we could ever get the Con
gress to be as sensitive to the appeals of 
humanity as it is to the call of money 
·and property, we would have a better 
America and a safer world. 

Mr . . President, last year the President 
of the United States recommended to 
Congress a 21-point program. Check 
back over the records and see how much 
of that program which has to do with the 
betterment of human rights and human 
·conditions and human welfare in this 
country has been enacted. · 

so·, Mr. President, now we have a 
series of amendments which are being 
proposed by various Senators-the Sen
ator from Virginia, the Senator from 
Ohio, the Senator from Minnesota, · and 
many other Sena_tors. The~ . a;re .Propos-

ing to circumscribe and to limit the rights 
of workers in their collective ·bargaining. 
But not a single restraint do they pro
pose to put upon management in its 
freedom in collective bargaining. They 
talk about correlative responsibility of 
capital and labor. 

Mr. President, we who try to be the 
·friends of labor have no objection to cor
relative responsibility for management 
and labor. But let us make it correlative. 
Let us put the burdens upon one in the 
same ratio as we put them upon the other. 
If we are going to say to John L. Lewis 
or to anyone else, "You cannot make a 
health fund a condition of making a con
tract," then let us say to management, 
"You cannot deny a health fund to your 
workers out of stubbornness, blindness, or 
prejudice"-nor, need I add, "out of 
avarice." 

Mr. President, a little while ago I was 
reading something about the plight which 
some of the people of the United States 
suffer because they have not had adequate 
health care. I continue to .read: 

Preventive services are inadequate-40 per
cent of our counties do not have even a full
time local public health officer. Sanitation 
needs are great---846,000 rural homes do not 
have so much as even an outdoor privy. 

Mr. President, I am reading from a 
. proposed report of a subcommittee on 
health and education, of the Senate 
Committee on Education and .Labor. I 
have th~ honor·· to be chairman of the 
subcommittee. I read further from the 
proposed report: 

Hospitals are needed-40 percent of our 
counties, with an aggregate population of 
15,000,000, .do not have a single recognized 
general hospital. Doctor shortages are se
vere-in 1944, 553 counties had less than 
1 active physician per 3,000 population, the 
"danger line," and 81 had no active doctor 
at all. Even in 1940, before many doctors 
were draw·n off to war, 309 counties had less 
than 1 active physician for' every 3,000 people, 
and 37 had no active doctor at all. Maternal 
and child-health _services are inadequate-it 
is estimated that half the maternal and a 
third of the infant deaths could be prevented 
if known measures were fully applied. 

Mr. President, if you were to tell a 
Senator of the United States that he 
was guilty of causing the death of a 
mother or a child, he probably would 
strike you down in remonstrance. Yet 
by withholding the care that would have 
saved their lives, do not we have a meas
ure of responsibility in regard to what 
has happened to them? If ·we do not 
provide it by way of public health, the 
way the mine owners say it should be 
provided, then how are we to obtain it, 
unless by the way the miners themselves 
propose-namely, by means of collective 
bargaining? 

Yet the Senator irom .Virginia wishes 
to paralyze the arm of administering it 
the way the workers say it should be 
administered, namely, by the workers. 

I read further from the proposed 
report: 

Seventy-five percent of our t;ural counties 
have no prenatal or well-baby clinics at all 
under t~e .supervision of Sta~e h,ealth de
partments. State agencies had 15,000 chil
dren on their lists awaiting crippled chil
_dren's c~re _ !n. ea~ly1944. 

Has the Senator from Virginia ever 
proposed an adequate health bill in the 
Senate? Has he ever advocated the 
passage of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell 
bill or any measure comparable to it? 
Has he any other method by which the 
health of the workers of the United 
States is to be cared for? Does he sug
gest that it be cared for by means of 
any proposal of his? 

I read further from the proposed re
port: 

They do not even pretend to care for the 
half-million children with rheumatic fever 
(the most killing of all diseases for children 
between ages 5 and 15)-

Think of that, Mr. President! In this 
country · of ours, today, half a million 
children with rheumatic fever could not 
even find hospitalization and medical 
care-
or for the tens o;f thousands of cerebral palsy 
("sp-astic paralysis") victims. 

Mr. President, because the Govern
ment has not provided such care, the em
ployees, and, in many instances, favor
ably disposed employers, have been mak
ing a beginning in this field. Our report, 
on page 8, shows that in this country dur
ing ·1945, 212,590 persons were eligible for 
health and care under plans financed en~ 
tirely by employers. Those plans pro
vided many different kinds of benefits 
such as hospital, medical, and home 
nursing service. There· wez:e 546,772 per7 
sons eligible for health care under plans 
financed jointly by employer and em~ 
ployee, and 752,786 under plans financed 
altogether by employees. That makes a 
total of approximately 1,500,000 workers 
who are covered at the present time by 
industrial health plans which were 
worked out through collective bargaining 
between employers and employees. Ap
proximately one-third of those persons 
have plans administered exclusively by 
the employees themselves. Yet, the Sen
ator from V:irginia would want to make 
them illegal. 

Mr. President, I am not only proposing 
to amend the amendment of the Senator 
from Virginia, but I have a substitute for 
it which was read earlier in the day by 
the clerk. I wish to read it again. At 
the proper place in the bill it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

SEc.-. (a) It is hereby declared to be the 
pqlicy of Congre~ss to encourage and facilitate 
the establishment and maintenance of ap
proved plans within indtJstry for providing 
hospital, medical, and home nursing care and 
serv'ices, insurance, vocational rehabilitation, 
and other benefits for employees in activities 
affecting commerce and for tlleir families and 
dependents, and to encourage the support of 
such plans by employers, whether such plans 
are administered by employers and employees 
jointly or solelY. by employers or solely by 
employees or otherwise. No provision of this 
or any other act shall be deemed to prohibit 
such plans or to prohibit employers froni 
contributing to the support of such plans, 
except in any case where such support con-· 
stitutes an unfair labor practice under the 
National Labor Relations Act. The failure 
or refusal of an employer in an activity af-
fecting commerce to bargain collectively 
concerning the establishment or mainte
nance of such a plan shall be deemed to .be 
an unfair labor practice for the purposes of 
the National Labor Relations Act. 
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(b) As used in this section, the term "ap

proved plan" means a plan which has been 
approved, or which is to take effect only upon 
its approval, by the Surgeon General of the 
United States insofar as such plan provides 
for hospital, medical, and home nursing care 
and services, and by the Secretary of Labor 
insofar as such plan provides other benefits. 
The Surgeon General and the Secretary of 
Labor shall approve any plan submitted to 
them for the purposes of this section if they · 
find that such plan is a bona fide plan for 
providing benefits for employees and that a 
fair and equitable method of administering 
such plan is provided. "' 

Mr. President, it is now approaching 
the hour of 5, o'clock. Only a few Sena
tors are present on the floor, and I as
sume that we are not ready to vote on 
the amendment this afternoon. How
ever, I shall be glad to have a vote taken 
on it at any time tomorrow after I have 
taken a few minutes to explain it, and 
when a quorum has b~en developed. 
With the hope that I may have an-op
portunity to explain my amendment, 
which I expect to be able to do in a rela
tively short 1 period of time tomorrow, 
when we convene, and when I shall in
sist upon a quorum being present even 
though I have to have the roll called re
peatedly in order to develop a quorum, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may dis
continue my remarks at the present time, 
and resume them tomorrow, with, the 
understanding that in all events I shall 
not consume more than an hour, and 
possibly not more than half or three
quarters of that time in a presentation 
to the Senate of my own amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the Senator will yield in order 
that I may make a unanimous-consent 
request. 

I ask unanimous consent, that starting 
tomorrow each Member be limited in his 
discussion to 1 hour on eacb amendment 
to the pending bill and to 1 hour on the 
bill itself. There are approximately six 
or seven amendments to the pending bill. 
If my unanimous-consent request were 
granted, it would mean that each Sena
tor would be allowed at least 6 or 7 hours 
to discuss the amendments. If we do not 
agree upon placing a limitation on fur
ther consideration of this measure a great 
deal of public business will suffer, because 
we are certainly going to continue to re
main here and deal with this proposed 
legislation until it has been finally acted 
upon. As the Senator from F·lorida · 
knows, there is on the calendar the se
lective service measure, the OPA exten
sion measure, and much other proposed 
legislation, all of which is vitally impor
tant to the American people. We have 
now consumed approximately a week, and 
have not yet reached a vote on a single 
amendment to the pending bill. At that 
rate I am very much afraid that we shall 
soon face some additional deadlines, and 
that other important legislation will 
sufi'e:r:. 

Mr. PEPPER. . Mr. President, I quite 
understand the feeling which the able 
Senator from California has expressed. 
The majority leader is not present. 
There are many other Senators who are 
not present who have expressed a desire 
to address the Senate on the pending 
subject. This is only the first day o:f 

the second week which the Senate has 
consumed in considering the matter. 
Interruptions were allowed to our con
sideration of the measure last week, and 
I hope the Senator from California will 
not urge his request. Because of the ab
sence of the majority leader and other 
Senators, I do not believe we have yet 
approached the time when we can agree 
to the unanimous-consent request which 
the Senator from California has made. 
As I have already indicated, I wish to 
make progress. When other Senators 
have returned to the Chamber, and have 
an opportunity to speak for themselves, 
it may be that some form of an agree
ment can be worked out so that some 
limitation of time may be placed upon 
the debate on the pending measure. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
felt that I should make my request be
cause of the important public business 
which is now on the calendar. The 
pending bill is one of the most · vital 
issues before the American people at the 
present time. Of course, the distin
guished Senator from Florida has a per
fect right to do whatever he wants to 
do, but I repeat my request that there be 
a limitation ·agreed to in accordance with 
what I have suggested. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I must 
object to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the Senator from California. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Objection is heard to the unan
imous-consent request of the Senator 
from California. 

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent request of the Senator from 
Florida? 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator repeat his request so that we can 
understand it? 

Mr. PEPPER. There is now before the 
Senate a substitute amendment to the 
amendment offe:r:ed by the Senator from 
Virginia. The substitute amendment 
has been offered in behalf of myself, the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], 
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsE.] I ask unanimous consent that 
I may retain the floor tomorrow upon 
the convening of the Senate for a brief 
presentation of my substitute amend
ment, with the understanding that · I 
shall not in any event consume more 
than an hour and probably not nearly so 
long. So far as I am concerned, person
ally, I shall be ready to vote on the 
amendment, although I cannot speak for 
other Senators. We have had a very 
sparse attendance in the Chamber this 
afternoon, but I do not wish to leave the 
floor without explaining the amendment 
offered by me which is in the nature of 
a substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WHITE. If . the Senator from 
Florida would not talk more than an 
hour in any event, could we not now 
proceed and vote on the substitute later 
this afternoon? 

Mr. PEPPER. It would necessitate 
the developing of a quorum, because I 
want Senators present in order to know 
what the substitute is about. I should 
be compelled to ask for a quorum, and 
insist upon it at a time which is gen
erally regardea as the end of the day. 

Mr. WHITE. If we were to yield to 
the Senator's request in respect to his 
own time, could we have some agree_. 
me11t as to the time at which a vote 
would be taken on the Byrd amendment? 

Mr. PEPPER. I would rather not 
agree except to ·a vote on the substitute. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator is asking 
that the Senate first vote on his amend
ment as a substitute for the Byrd amend
ment. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 
Mr. WHITE. If we agree at the end 

of an hour that a vote may be taken on 
the substitute would the Senator be 
willing to agree that by the end of the 
following hour a vote could be taken on 
the Byrd amendment? 

Mr. PEPPER. No; I do not know, Mr. 
President, what other Sena.tors may wish 
to say with regard to the substitute. I 
should like to have a chance, with a 
quorum of the ,t:Senate b2ing present, to 
say something in behalf of the substitute. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Florida held the floor las~ week. for 
3 days in discussing the pending bill. 
He has held the floor since shortly after 
2 o'clock this afternoon, and I object to 
his unanimous-consent request. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Objection is heard. 

Mr. PEPPER. Very well, Mr. Presi
dent. I have no regrets whatever that 
the request has been denied me. In that · 
case, I shall seek the floor when I can 
obtain it, and every Member will have 
an equal right. 

I now relinquish the floor, but I give 
notice that I shall seek the floor again 
before a vote is taken on the substitute 
amendment. · 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, am I cor
rect in my understanding of the parlia
mentary situation, that an amendment 
to the pending Byrd amendment is in 
order? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair is of the opinion that 
an amendment to the ~rd amendment . 
is in order. 

Mr. BALL. As I understand, under the 
rules the Pepper amendment is offered 
as a substitute for the Byrd amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair is so treating it, and 
if so, the Byrd amendment may be per
fected. ·That is the judgment of the 
present occupant of the chair. 

Mr. PEPPER. What is the question? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is whether the Byrd 
amendment, the pending amendment, 
may be perfected before the vote upon 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Florida, which the Chair under
stands to be in the nature of a substi
tute. 

Mr. PEPPER. ·n is in the nature of a 
substitute; that is correct. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Then, in the opinion of the Chair, 
the Byrd amendment may be perfected. 

Mr. BALL. In behalf of myself and 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] I wish 
to offer an amendment to the pending 
Byrd amendment. 

Mr. TYDINGS. May we have the pro
posed amendment read, so that we can 
make corrections on our copies of the 

/ 



1'946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5277 
Byrd amendment and take it home to
night? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will state the amend
ment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the amendment 
offered by Mr. BYRD, it is proposed to 
strike out clause (3) after the semicolon 
i:h line 12 on page 2 and insert: 

Or (3) with respect to money or oth_er 
thing of ·value paid to a trust fund estab
lished by such representative, for the sole 
and exclusi~e benefit of the employees of 
such employer, and their families and de
pendents (or of such employees, families, 
and dependents jointly with the employees 
of other employers making similar pay
ments, and their families and dependents), 
provided 

(A) such payments are held in trust for 
the purpose of paying, either from principal 
or income or both, for the benefit of em
ployees, their families and dependents, for 
medical or hospital care, pensions on re
tirement or death of employees, compensa
tion for injuries or illness resulting from 
occupational activity, or insurance to po
vide any of the foregoing, or life insurance, 
disability and sickness insurance, or acci
dent insurance; and 

(B) the detailed basis on which such pay
ments are to be made is specified in a written 
agreement with the employer, and employees 
and employers are equally represented in 
the administration of such fund, such agree
ment to contain a provision that in the event 
the employer and employee groups deadlock 
on the administration of such fund, the two 
groups shall agree on an impartial umpire 
to decide such dispute, or in event of their 
failure to agree within a reasonable length 
of time, an impartial umpire to decide such 
dispute shall, ori petition of either group, 
be appointed by the district court of the 
United States for the district where the 
trust fund has its principal office; and 
, (C) such payments meet the requirements 
for deduction by the employer under sec
tion 23 (a) or section 23 (p) of the Internal 
Revenue COde. · 

And on page 4, at the end of the 
amendment, it is proposed to insert the 
following subsection: 

(g) This section shall not apply to any 
contract in force on May 15, 1946, during the 
life of such contract. 

'l'he ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be printed 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I· wish to 
accept the amendment as a modification. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Virginia ac

- cepts the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota as a modifica
tion of his amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Notwithstanding 
that, Mr. President, in order that Sen
,ators may understand it, I think it 
should be printed. 

Mr. BYRD. I was about to make that 
request. There is another small modi
fication, on line 11, page 2, after the word 
"other", to insert "membership." I then 
ask that the amendment as modified be 
printed in full. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro t~m
pore. The amendment of the Senator 
from Virginia as modified will be .printed 
for the information ·of the Senate. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. -President, the able 
Senator from Maryland. requested cer
tain information of ·the .Senator from 
Florida a short time ago, as to what would 

XCII--333 

be the effect of the collection of the 7 
percent if the demand were allowed. I 
now have the figures from what I believe 
to be a reliable source. 
- The total 1944 wages to the coal-pro

duction workers in the United States 
amounted to $920,608,000, or $1.49 per ton 
of coal mined. 

Total value of coal at the mine, 1944, 
$1,810,901,000, or $2.92 per ton of coal. 
· Ratio of wages to value of coal pro

duced in 1944, 51 percent. 
Effect of 7-percent pay-roll tax upon 

the value of coal would be approximately 
lO cents a ton. , 

Mr. TYDINGS. At the mine? 
Mr. PEPPE~. At the mine. 
Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I wonder if 

the majority leader could give us an in
dication of whether we may start this 
week having night sessions in an effort to 
dispose of the pending legislation, if pos
sible, by the end of the week: 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am 
not in a position to make a Gategorical 
answer, except to this extent, that I would 
not attempt to have a night ses,sion 
earlier than Wednesday night of this 
week . . I am not saying I shall asl{ the 
Senate to meet in the evening on Wednes
day, but I can say definitely that I would 

·not ask it to meet at night earlier than 
Wednesday. I hope to be able tomorrow 
to secure some limitation of debate on 
the bill and amendments thereto, which 
might facilitate an early vote, or a vote 
this week. It is my hope that we may 
conclude the consideration of the bill this 
week in order that we may take up the 
draft legislation, and I think by next 
week the Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency will have concluded its de
liberations on the bill known in some 
quarters as the "0. P. and A.," so that 
we may be ready to consider it at a very 
early date. 

I should not like to say we will attempt 
to hold a night session even on Wednes
day night, but I do feel we cannot at
tempt it earlier than that. If I can get a 
limitation of debate on the bill and 
amendments, the necessity for night ses
sions may be obviated. 

Mr. BALL. Would it be safe to assume 
that the majority leader would not op
pose too vigorously a request from this 

.. side that we have night sessions begin
ning Wednesday? 
_Mr. BARKLEY. I am' not opposed to 

.night sessions when the Senate wants 
them, but, frankly, I wish to say to the 
Senator that I do not want · to see an 
attempt at holding a night session and 
.then not be able to have one. 

Mr. BALL. I agree. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I won

dered if the able Senator were proposing 
that from now on through the remainder 
of the session we have night sessions so 
that we could dispose of all the business 
on the calendar. 

·Mr. BARKLEY. No; I am not mak
ing such a proposal. The Senator from 
Minnesota asked me if I was contemplat
ing night sessions this v,:eek. 

Mr. PEPPER. I was wondering 
whethe'r the Senator from Minnesota 
was contemplating that we have night 

sessions right on from now to the end 
of the session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I cannot tell what 
the Senator from Minnesota was con
templating. I can only answer the ques
tion he asked me. Of course, it would 
be impossible, as every Senator knows, 
to arrange now for n ight sessions during _ 
the rest of this session to consider bills 
on the c.alendar. We have to take each 
bill .as it comes up. We cannot make a 
blanket rule with respect to all bills on 
the calendar. As I stated a few days ago, 
there may be some of them which will 
not be taken up at all, and it obviously 
would be impossible to make any rule 
with regard to all the bills on the calen
dar. Each bill will have to take its own 
course when it is taken up. But I hope 
we can dispQse .of the pending bill this 
week. As I have ·already advised the 
Senator from Florida earlier in the day, 
as well as other Senators, it is my pur
pose to try to secure unanimous consent 
for a limitation of debate on the whole 
bill and all amendments thereto tomor
row. Whether I can obtain consent is 
another question. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. McCARRAN. I wonder if follow

ing this bill, if and when it is concluded, 
we can have any assurance that we will 
take up the bill which has been a long 
time pending on the calendar, reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
known as the anti-poll-tax bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I want to be perfectly 
frank about that matter. We all know 
that the anti-poll-tax bill involves an in
definite filibuster. ·I do not think that 
the situation and the juncture of the 
events in the country would. justify the 
Senate of the United States in entering 
upon any such procedure at this time. 
So far as my program is concerned, when 
the pending bill is disposed of, the draft 
bill will be taken up, and following the 
draft bill, the Stabilization Act, which 
also expires on June 30. So far as I have 
any control over the legislative program, 
that is what I plan. · 

I want to say to the Senator from 
Nevada in all frankness, and .to the 
country and to anyone else who may be 
interested, that, with the legislative sit
uation which confronts us, I do not think 
the Senate of the United States would be 
justified in entering upon the considera
tion of any legislation which would in
volve 3 or 4 weeks of futility in the way 
of a filibuster. I do not intend to lend 
myself at this juncture to such a proce
dure, and I say that in spite of the fact 
that I am in favor of the anti-poll-tax 

·bill, hal'e voted heretofore to bring it to a 
vote, and will vote for cloture on it when 
it is brought up. But I think it would 
be most unfortunate for the Senate and 
for the country to inject it when we are 
considering legislation upon which there 
is a time limit, which every Senator here 
understands thoroughlY. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator again yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I will yield. I 
will say that I appreciate the Senator's 
interest in the anti-poll-tax legislation, 
and it cannot be any greater than mine. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I feel 

duty-bound as chairman of the Commit· 
tee on the Judiciary to attempt in every 
way possible, within a reasonable time, to 
bring that bill up on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate that. 
Mr. McCARRAN. I have promised 

many who are interested in it to attempt 
to bring it up for consideration. 

Mr. BARKLEY. ·I want to cooperate 
with the Senator on that score. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The only reason I 
raise the question now is to serve notice 
to those interested in the bill that it is 
not dead, and that I shall attempt at 
such reasonable time as I can find oppor
tunity, to bring it up in the Senate. It 
is my duty to do so whether I want to or 
not. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I fully appreciate 
that. I may say that I have received 
urgent telegrams addressed to me asking 
me to try to bring up H. R. 7, the anti
poll tax bill, even to set aside the pending 
legislation in order to do so. I think we 
all understand the situation here, and I 
think we all understand what will hap. 
pen if and when the anti-poll-tax meas· 
ure is brought up. Much as I am inter
ested in that proposed legislation, there is 
no time limit running against it, and I 
think the Senate would pursue a course 
which would not meet with the approval 
of the country at this ti~e. in view of the 
time limitations on the draft and on the 
stabilization program, in addition to the 
legislation we now have before us, if. we 
were to attempt to indulge in what we 
may reasonably expect to· be a long
drawn-out, if not a futile, effort. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr.· President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. I am very glad that the 

Senator from Kentucky has made the 
statement which has just come from 
him. I think there are three pieces of 
legislation which the country looks on 
as of supreme importance, and all the 
other pieces of legislation which are 
talked about are relatively of less im
portance. I think we should confine 
ourselves to the pending labor legisla
tion until it is · disposed of, either by 
passage or by defeat or by withdrawal. 
I think next we should take up either 
the draft bill or the OP A bill. Those 
two pieces of legislation should follow, 
and we should dispose of them before 
the atten~ion of the Senate is diverted· 
to other, and, as I believe, measures of 
less importance. I am glad the Senator 
from Kentucky has made his statement. 
I completely concur in what he has said. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator 
from Maine. We all understand the 
situation here with respect to pending 
legislation. We know the difficulties in
volved, and they are without regard to 
our own viewpoint in reference to this 
leg~slation, our own anxiety to get final
ly behind us the conclusion of legislation 
in which many of our people are inter
ested, but we have a peculiar situation 
confronting the Senate at this time 
which we cannot ignore. I have no 
purpose to deceive or mislead the Sen-

ate or the country with respect to the 
possibility or the probability of consid
ering legislation in which many people 
are concerned. That is why I make the 
frank statement I have made. I thank 
the Senator from Maine for the state
ment he just made. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have a great 

deal of sympathy with and am in agree
ment with the statement made by the 
Senator from Kentucky and also by the 
one m~,de by the Senator from Maine. 
In the absence of the chairman of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy of 
the Senate, I merely want to keep the 
record alive that the bill on atomic 
energy was considered at least a few 
months ago as one of most intense im
portance, and as the result of great pres· 
sure and long and arduous meetings, the 
bill has been perfected and has been on 
the calendar for some time. I know the 
Senator from Kentucky feels that it is a 
bill of very -vital importance, and I 
merely call his attention to the fact that 
as a member of that committee I hope it 
is not lost sight of in making up the 
agenda of the Senate. . 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. I want to assure 
the Senator from Iowa, as well as all 
other Senators .and other persons who 
are interested in the measure dealing 
with atomic energy, that not · only is it 
not forgotten or overlooked, but it is one 
of the measures which we hope to be able 
to pass through the Senate early enough 
so that it may be considered by the 
House, if in the meantime the House has 
not acted, so that legislation may be con
cluded upon that subject before we shall 
ever attempt to take any adjournment 
of this session of the Congress. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am sure 
. those are the feelings rOf the committee 
which dealt with the subject. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I feel very definitely 
that we ought to devote ourselves to 
legislation that can be enacted, or legis
lation which has a fair chance of being 
enacted. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I hope the 
Senator ·does not feel that I am critical of 
his statement. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Not at l)ll. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am only 

keeping the record straight as to the 
importance of the atomic energy meas
ure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am glad the Senator 
called attention to it. The country is 
greatly interested in it. I frankly say 
that the atomic energy bill is one of those 
with respect to which I shall myself in
sist upon action upon the part of the 
Senate, and if possible by both branches 
of the Congress, before this session ends. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. . I do not want 
to be understood as urging action on the 
atomic energy bill prior to the two or 
three bills the Senator mentioned. I 
simply wanted to keep the measure alive 
before the Senate. ' , 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes, I understand 
that. Duripg the consideration of -the 
pending labor legislat~on and the draft 

legislation and the OPA legislation we 
might find some point where a day or 
so could be devoted to the consideration · 
of the atomic energy bill, by way of 
sandwiching it in between ·this· legi.sla
tion, and disposing of it. But the bill · 
mentioned by the Senator from Nevada 
is not one that can be sandwiched in be
tween anything, because it is in itself a 
whole sandwich-meat and bread, exclu
sively, and it cannot be sandwiched in be
tween anything. We would be lucky if we 
could sandwich anything else in between 
it, if we were to take it up. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. In view of the fact that 

everyone has emphasized that we are in 
a dilemma in the Senate in trying to 
dispose of all the bills on the calendar, 
perhaps we might enter into a unanimous 
consent agreement that no legislation 
now upon the calendar shall consume 
more than 10 days. Would the Senator 
yield for me to submit a unanimous con
sent request of that character? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Ordinarily I would 
be glad to yield to the Senator for that 
purpose, but it is a foregone conclusion 
that it would be objected to. 

Mr. PEPPER. Perhaps the able leader 
would be willing to direct himself to the 
junior Senator from Virginia, chairman 
of the Rules Committee, with the view 
that the committee report a rule which 
would provide for a limitation of debate 
with respect to legislation now upon the 
Senate calendar. Would the leader un
dertake to do that? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I 
call for the regular order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is there any measure 
pending before the Rules Committee 
which would provide for anything like 
that? , 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order has been demanded. · 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Florida 
submitted an amendment a long time 
ago, and I offered to have a hearing on 
it, but I never heard anything from him 
respecting it, and we have not had a 
hearing upon· it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will ' 
the Senator from Kentucky yield to me 
so I may ask the Senator from Virginia 
a question? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. _ 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 

the distinguished and able Senator from 
Virginia whether a hearing has as yet 
been held or has been arranged for with 
respect to a suggested amendment to the 
rules, which has been proposed by the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], attempting at 
least to make some headway with the 
matter of bottlen~ks in legislation? 

Mr. BYRD. I will say to the Senator 
from California that that measure was 
introduced 2 or 3 days ago, as I recall. 
A meeting of the Rules Committee will 
be held very shortly, and I shall confer 
with the Senator from Massachusetts 
and a suitable day and hour will be set 
for hearing. 



1946· CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5279 
Mr. BARKLEY. I hope that in all 

these matters the Committee on Rules 
will not overlook the fact that it is sup
posed to beta functioning committee, and 
that it will give serious consideration to 
these various efforts to expedite the 
transaction of business in the Senate. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 

from Iowa brought up the question of 
the Atomic Energy Committ'ee report. 
May I call the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that the experiments which are 
due to take place on July 1 at Bikini 
Island cannot be held unless another bill 
on the Senate calendar permitting the 
use of naval vessels is pa;ssed by both 
branches prior to that time. That bill 
is also pending on the Senate Calendar. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. The Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH], chair
man of the Naval Affairs Committee, has 
called that bill to my attention, and I 
have assured him that I shall cooperate 
to the fulle$t extent of my ability to ob
tain action on it. All of which compli
cates our situation. If the demonstra
tion at Bikini is . to be carried out, it is 
also involved in a time limit, because 
the· bill has to be enacted by both Houses · 
before the atomic bombs can destroy this 
segment of our Navy. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In the ab

sence of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. ToBEY], who usually quotes 
the classics, let me say that I am not a 
classicist, but in this particular situation 
of the majority leader I believe it would 
be appropriate to quote the remark of 
Dante when he was walking through the 
nether regions: "Woe is me! Every
where I look is hell." [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. That reminds me of 
a quotation from Cicero, or from one of 
the Latin poets-Horace, Ovid, or Ter
ence-in which the following expression 
was used: "0 tempore! 0 mores! 0 
hell." [Laughter.] 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is it the purpose of the Senator 
from Kentucky to have an executive 
session? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. There is no 
Executive Calendar, except for three 

. treaties, and I do not ask that they be 
considered .at this time. 

EXECUTIVE MffiSSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore 

laid before the Senate messages from the 
President of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 
EXECUTIVE REPO~TS OF A COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee on 

the Judiciary: 
John W, Murphy, of Pennsylvania, to be 

United States district judge for the middle 

district of Pennsylvania, vice Albert W. John
son, resigned; and 

James T. Gooch, ·of Arkansas, to be United 
States attorney for the eastern district of . 
Arkansas, vice Sam Rorex, term expired. 

RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. In the interest of har
mony, I move that the Senate take a 
recess until12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 
o'clock and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
May 21, 1946, at 12 o'clock meridian. · 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate May 20 <legislative day of March 
5)' 1946. 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
Nor:v-is S. Haselton, of New Jersey, now a 

foreign-service ofllcer of class 5 and a secre
tary in the diplomatic service, to be also a 
consul of the United States of America. 

IN THE NAVY 
Admiral John H. Towers, United States 

Navy, to be an admira,l in the Navy, for tem
porary service, to rank from the 7th day of 
November 1945. 

Admiral DeWitt C. Ramsey, United States 
Navy, to be an admiral in the Navy, for tem
porary service, to rank from the 28th day of 
December 1945. 

Vice Adm. Arthur W. Radford, United 
States Navy, to be a vice admiral in the 
Navy, for temporary service, to rank from 
the 28th day of December 1945. 

Vice Adm. Forrest P. Sherman, United 
States Navy, to be a vice admiral in the 
Navy, for temporary service, to rank from 
the 28th day of December 1945. 

Rear Adm. Lawrence B. Richardson, 
United States Navy, to be a rear admiral in 
the Navy, for temporary service, to rank from 
the 6th day of April 1943. 

Rear Adm. Rico Botta, United States Navy, 
to be a rear admiral in the Navy, for tem
porary service, to rank from the 30th day of 

· June 1943. 
Rear Adm. Leslie C. Stevens, United States 

Navy, to bu a rear admiral in the Navy, for 
temporary r.ervice, to rank from the 3d day 
of July 1943. 

R-ear Adm. Clinton E. Braine, Jr., United 
States Navy, to be a rear adro.iral in the Navy, 
for temporary service, to continue while serv
ing as deputy to the Chief of the Material 
Division, Ofllce of the Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy, to rank from the 8th day of Jan
uary 1946. 

Rear Adm. Earl E. Stone, United States 
Navy, to be a rear admiral in the Navy, for 
temporary service, to continue while serving 
as chief of naval communications, ofllce of 
the Chief of Naval Operations, to rank from 
the 8th day of January 1946. 

Rear Adm. William S. Parsons, United 
States Navy, to be a rear admiral in the Navy, 
for temporary service, to continue while 
serving as Assistant Chief of Naval Opera
tions (special weapons), to rank from the 8th 
day of January 1946. · 

Rear Adm. Leiand P. Lovette, United States 
Navy, to be a rear admiral in the Navy, for 
temporary service, to continue while serving 
as chief of the United States naval mission 
to Braz.il and until reporting for other per
manent duty, to rank from the 8th day of 
January. 1946. 

Medical Director Joel T. Boone, to be a 
medical director in the Navy, with the rank 
of rear admiral, for temporary service, to 
rank from the 17th day of September 1942. 

Medical Director Fredric L. Conklin, to be 
a medical director in the Navy, with the rank 
of rear admiral, for temporary service, to 
J:ank from the 17th day of September 1942. · 

Medical Director John P. Owen, to be a 
medical director in the Navy, with the rank 
of rear admiral, for temporary service, to 
rank from the 18th day of September 1942. 

Medical Director Thomas C. Anderson, to 
be a medical director in the Navy, with the 
rank of rear admiral, ·for temporary service, 
to rank from the 18th day of September 1942. 

Pay Director Archie A. Antrim, to be a pay 
director in the Navy, with the rank of rear 
admiral, for temporary service, to rank from 
the 15th day of September 1943. 

Pay Director Charles W. Fox, to be a pay 
director in the Navy, with the rank of rear 
admira\. for temporary service, to rank from 
the 15th day of September 1943. 

The following-named ofllcers to be commo
dores in the Navy, for temporary service, 
while serving as indicated, and to continue 
during any assignment which is commensu
rate with the rank of commodore, or until 
reporting for other permanent duty: 

Commodore Charlton E. Battle, Jr., United 
sta:te Navy, while serving as commander, 
Umted States naval operating base, Guan
tanamo Bay, Cuba, to rank from the 13th day 
of April 1944. 

Commodore Paul S. Theiss, United States 
Navy, while serving as commanding officer, 
United States naval training station, New
port, R. I., to rank from the 13th day of 

. April 1944. 
Commodore Allen G. Quynn, Un,ited States 

Navy, while serving as chief of staff to com
mander, Eastern Sea Frontier, to rank from 
the 13th day of April 1944. 

Commodore Homer W. Graf, United States 
Navy, while serving as supervisor, New York 
Harbor, N. Y., to rank from the lOth day of 
November 1944. 

Commodore Paul F. Lee, United States 
Navy, while serving as Assistant Director of 

· the Shore Division, Bureau rf Ships, to rank 
from the 12th day of January 1946. 

Commodore Thomas G. Peyton, United 
States Navy, while serving as commandant, 
United States naval operating base, Guam, 
to rank from the 12th day of January 1946. 

Commodore Myron W. Hutchinson, Jr., 
United States Navy, while serving as chief of 
staff to commander, Hawaiian Sea Frontier, 
to rank from the 12th day of January 1946. 

Commodore Charles J. Rend, United States 
'Navy, while serving as Deputy Chief of Naval 
Intelligence, to rank from the 12th day of 
January 1946. 

Commodore John F. Wegforth, United 
States Navy, while serving as commander, 
naval air bases, Thirteenth Naval District, to 
rank from the 12th day of January 1946. 

Commodore Daniel F. Worth, Jr., United 
State Navy, while serving as deputy com
mander, Marianas, and chief of staff and . 
aide to commander, Marianas, to rank from 
the 12th day of January 1946. 

Commodore George A. Seitz, United Statefl 
Navy, while serving as commander, naval air 
bases, First Naval District, to rank from the 
12th day of January 1946. 

Commodore Walton W. Smith, United 
States Navy, while serving as commander, 
Carrier Division 19, to rank from the 12th 
day of January 1946. 

Commodore Charles R. Jeffs, United States 
Navy, while serving as commanding ofllcer, 
United States naval advanced base, Weser 
River, Germany, to rank from the 12th day of 
January 1946. 

Civil Engineer Henry P. Needham, United 
States Navy, while serving on the staff of 
commander, service force, United States 
Pacific Fleet, to rank from the 12th day of 
January 1946. 
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